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PREFACE

During the academic year 1971-72, graduate and undergraduate students from
around the United States were urged to write essays of application for a Seudent
Conference on Film Study (Obérlin Film Conference}. The conference was Sponsored
by Oberlin College and made possible by an educational grant from the National
Endowment for the Humanities. The sessions were held on the campus of Oberlin
College from Thursday evening, April 20, to Sunday noon, April 23. Thirty-one
students were invited; each was provided round-trip air fare plus a per diem
allowance for meals and lodging. In addition, two special guest participants
. vere in attendance: <Christian Metz of the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Ftudes,

Paris, and Yves De Laurot, filmmaker and £ilm theorist, New York. <Christian Koch
of the faculty of Oberlin College was the conference director and John Powers
the student chairman.

The idea of a Student Conference on Film Study grew out of a conviction
that increasing college and university interest in establishing academic Programs
of cinema studies might benefit, particularly at this time, from a nation-wide
forum in which various emerging attempts to construct film study methodologies
and goals could gain expression and consequent dissemination. There were two
additicnal underlying premises. First, it was felt that such a forum or confer«nce
should be attended principally by students - from different areas of the country
with diverse educational backgrounds (e.g., linguistics, anthropology, communi-
cation studies, psychology, American studies, etc.) ~-- many of whom would very
soon be fostering the growth of cinema studies programs by virtue of their own
positions on academic¢ faculties. Second, it was felt that the conference should
be structured in such a way that the participants' own discourse, and not of
that of a group of guest experts, should constitute the major portion of the

" conference sessions. ’

The announced general focus of the conference was "'Goals, Methods, and Scope
of Film Study in the 70's.” If an emphasis on group discourse was to prove
fruitful, it seemed egsential that the group involved be small in number -- hence
the rather arbitrary total of only thicty~four participants. 7he physical
enviroament for the mectings was one which permitted the participants to sit
around a table, rather than 'oppose' each other over a lecturn.

In general, the Student Conference on Film Study was designed to bring
together, for a perlod of three full days, a group of people who would be able
to discuss the cinema not only in relation to the world of {.lm-as-object but
who would also, and primarily, have the ability and interest which would permit
them to talk about the cinema in relation to contexts both larger and other than --
yet inclusive of -- images on the screen. There was, therefore, a2 conscious
intent to emphasize the conceptualization of the cinema experience as messages
within larger sets of discourse.

Due te the presence at the conference of Professor Christian Mets, whose
special academic competence is cinema semiotics, a large part of the conference
proevam came to be devoted to semiological approaches to the problem of cinema
studie¢s. Ipn Western Euvope, students have been sertiously studying the cinema
{eom n remiotic perspective for some time; in the United States this has not
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been the case. In response to a sug .estion by Professor Thomas Sebeok, a
selection of conference materials dealing specifically with cinema semiotics
was selected Ifor publication by ifouton, The Hague. This manuscript has been
completed and is entitled Semiotics and the Cinema: Selected Essave and
Discussion Transcriptifons from the 1972 Oberlin Film Study Conference, Vol. 1.
Some of the essays contanined in this collection are revisions of articles
originally written as essays of application to the conference; other essays are
reworkings of presentations delivered orally at the confcrence itself. The
"Discussion" portions of the book were edited from tapes made at the meetings.
The contents of Vol. I are: "Introductiom" by Christian Koch; "On trying to
Introduce a Distinction Between Cinema and Film" by Christian Metz; ''Discussion
of the Metz Presentation'’; "Semiology of the Film! A Review 0f Theoretical
Articles to 1970" by Julia Lesage; "The Referential Generaii.y of Film Imagery"
by Jeffrey Bacal; ‘“Discussion of Semiclogical Analysis of Non-Narrative Films";
"Deillusioning the Narrative, Destroying the Sign: Robert Nelson's Bleu Shut
by Marshall Blomsky; "Film and the Limits of Semiology" by M. Claire Kolbenschlag;
and "Discussion of the Kolbenschlag Presentation”. ‘'Semiology of Cinema: Anm
Analytic Review" by Nicholas K. Browne.

The 1972 Student Conference on Film Study was by no means, however, only -
concerned with semiotics, Consequently, this second volume of materials (1972
Cberlin Film Conference: Selected Essays and Discussion Transcriptions, Vol, II)
has been prepared apd 1s being made available through Oberlin College, Departmant
of Communication Studies, Iany of the excellent essays contained in this latter
¢ollection will also be appearing in various journals and magazines.

No attempt was made to standardize procedures for footnoting, referencing,
etc. in the present collection. The authors were asked to revise their origimal
essays of application if they wished. Some of the essays were revised; most
were not. Four presentations and discussions included in the volume (the
Mills discussion and the three concluding discussion/presentations)} were edited
from tapes recorded at the sessioms. Every effort was made in the editing
to remain faithful to the spirit, as well as trhe letter, of the discourse involved.

The following listings include the names of all student conference partic-
ipants, thelr 5chools, and their application essay titles. Most of the students
were, at the time of the conference, graduate students at the schools listed.
Many are now or, the faculties of other institutions. Following the listing
of participants is a schedule of the actual conference sessiomns. This schedule
inciudes the names of those persons specifically respensible for 'shaping' each
meeting. The schedule {tself, however, inr'uding the focus of each sessjon,
was drawn up by the conference organizers prior to the sessions. Participants
vore asked to assume the 'roles' listed, even though the particular session in
which they were asked to particlpate may not have actually reflected their own
specialized academic interests.

INVITED STUDENT PARTICIFANTS AND APPLICATIM ESSAY TITLES

Jeff Bacal (University of lowa)
"The Referential Generality of Film Imagery"

Siew-Hwa Beh {University of California, Los Angeles)
YAndy Varhol"

James Belsonm (University of Southern California)
"Eisenstein and Joyce: Making the Mind Visible"

i i}i
{

|
e




tanda Bershen (Yale University)
"Film as Mcdia as Epidemic"

Marshall Blonsky (New York University)
"Notes for an Affective Film Stylistics"

David Bordwell (University of Iowa)
"Dimensions of Film Genres'

Nicholas Browne (Harvard University)

"Prolegomena to a Study of Signification in Film"
Noel Cargoll (New York University)

"Metaphor in Filam™

Richard Chalfen (University of Pennsylvania)
"A Sociovidistic Approach to Film Communication: Theory, Methcds, and
Suggested Fieldwork”

Stephen Duplantier (Indiana University)
"Film and the Hominological Sciences"

Charles Harpole (iNew York University)
"Cinema as a Humanity: An Objection to Narrowness:
Brian Henderson (University of California, Santa Cruz)
"Godard's Paradigm"

Roxanne Glasberg (University of Wiscounsin)
"Boudu Saved from Drowning"

Malcolm Gordon (Temple University)
"Proxemics and Film: A Study of Personal Space as a Critical Tool"

M. Claire Kolbenschlag (Notre Dame University)
"Notes for a Course in Cin-esthetics/Cin-ethics"

Julia Lesage (Indiana University) ,
"Semiology of the Film: TIts Theory, Contribution, and Culvural Significance”

Jim Linton {(University of Pennsylvania)
"There Must be Some Kinds Way Outta Here: Film Studies in the 70's"

John Llewellyn (University of Chicago)
"An Analysis of Jules and Jim as an Adaptetion”

Timothy Lycns (University of lowa)
"The Motion Picture Industry, 187%6-1921"

Louis Miller ‘(University of Hichigan)
"The Face of Anmerica”

lan #ills (University of Visconsin)
"Fetlini-Satyricon: A Baroque Masterpiece”




Sollace itichell (Brown University)
' Seme Thoughts on Cinema and Its Relationship to Art and the Future Role
of Cinema and Art of Society"

Robert Mugge (University of Maryland)
"Narcissus Well-Lit"

3ill Nichols (University of California, Los Angeles)
""Newsreel: Film and Revolution"

Ruth Perlmutter (New York University)
"'Add Film to Rhetorie"

John Powers (Oberlin College)
"The Frameup: On Divorcing a Film from Its Context"

Elizabeth Rodes (Sarah Laurence College)
"Film and Visual Perception"

Mary Shaughnessay (State University of New York at Buffalo)
"Film: A Language of Vision" .

Doug Shryock (San Francisco State College)
[ "Connotation and Denotation in the Cinema"

J Ln Tokar (State University of New York at Buffalo)
T "The Social Presuppositions of Film"

\""--.--.- ——

Doris Yue (San Framcisco State College)
"For a Responsible Program of Film Study: For a Responsible Cinema"

CONFERENCE SCHEDULF -~ APRIL 20-23, 1972 (Meetings held on the campus of Oberlin
College)

Thursday Evening «-- April 20

7:30 p.m, The Importance of E.amining the Consciousmess of the Filmmaker:
" Focus on the Tilms of Federico Fellini and on Christopher Parker's
Cut (the latter shown at the session)

Pre=entation: Ian Mills
Comments: James Belson, John Tokar
Discussion Coordinator: John Powers

9:45 p.m, Reception

Friday Morning =~ April 2i

9:00 a.m, The Significance of Significance: Problems and Portents of Selected
Aspects of the Semiological Writings of Christian Metz, Illustrated
with Reference to Parker's Cut

Presentation: Wicholas Browne

Comments ¢ Noel Carroll, Julia Lesage
Discussion Coordiuator: Jeff Bacal
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Friday Afternoon =-~ April 21

1:15 p.m,

3:30 p.m.

The Implications of Deillusjoning the Narration, Destroying the
Sizn, Tearing Away the Signified: Robert Nelson's Bleu Shut
{Shown at the session)

Presentation: Marshall Blensky
Comments : John Llewellyn, Ruth Perlmutter
Discussion Coordinator: Jim Linton

tho Cares if it is a Non-Diegetlc Shot Interpolation? The Limits
of Semiology

Presentation: M. Clalre Kolbenschlag
Comments: Richard Chalfen, Doug shryock
Discussion Coordinator: Charles Harpole

Friday Evening -~ April 21

8:00 p.m,

Presentation: Christian Metz, "OCn trying to Introduce a Distfnction
Between Cinema and Film"

Saturday Morning -- April 22

8:30 a.m,

10:30 a.m.

Beyond Nostalgia: How Can a Re-membering of the Past Contribute
to Pro-jecting the Future? (The teaching of film history as
contexts of change)

Presentation: Brian Henderson
Comments: Timothy Lyons, Elizabeth Rodes
Discussion Coordinator: Dorls Yue

Colonialism and the Cinema: The Screen, a Repressed Order?
Presentation: Sieh~Hwa Beh

Comments; Roxanne Glasberg, Robert Mugge
Discussion Coordinater: Mary Shaughnessy

Saturdav Afternoon =~- April 22

1:15 p.o.

3:30 p.m.

Film and Revolution: The Clnema as Trigger to Social Change?
(Lliustrated with reference to Newsrveel films)

Presentation: Bill Nichols
Comments: U/anda Bershen, ‘Louis Miller
Discussion Ceordinator: David Bordwell

The Indlvidual Consciousness Film: Trom the Digital to the Analog
(illustrated with reference to Jordan Belson's Allures--shown
at the session)

Presentation: Sollace HMitchell
Comments: Stephen Duplantier, Malcolm Gordon
Discussion Coordinztor: Ruth Perlmutter
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Saturday Evening =-- April 22

3:00 p.m. Presentation: Yves Jde Laurot and Cinéma Engagé

Sundav Mornina =-- April 23

$:30 a.m. Strategies for Action: To Vhat Specific Activities Can or Sheould
This Group Direct Its Efforts =-- Individually or Together ==
In the Academic and Non-Academic Communities?

Discussion Coordinator: Jim Linton

An enthusiastic response to the 1972 Student Conference on Film Study
has made passible a second conference, which took place during the spring of
1973 in Yashington, D,C. The confereuce, with the cooperation of the embassies
of various countries, included participants from both the United States and
V'estern Europe--a first step toward a more far-reaching international gathering.
These meetings were again funded by the National Endowment for the Humanities,
sponsored by Oberlin College, and held this year at the John F. Kennedy Center
for the Performing Arts by fnvitation of the Amerfcan Film Institute., The
theme of the conference was "Cinema and Ideology: Systems, Semiotics, and
Society," HMaterials from these meetings are now being prepared for dissemination.

October, 1972: June, 1973 Christian Koch
Jotin Povrers i
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EISEI'STEI" AUD JOYCE: 1wxIlC THE .ILD VISISLE

James I. Selson
University of Southern California

In 1929 .emes coyce and Sergei Eisenstein met in Paris and discussed, among
other things, the possibility of making a film of Ulysses. Leon lioussinac writes
in his bviography of Eisenstein that they "talked of the future development of their
mutual preoccupation«-the 'internal monologue'--how the mind could be made visible
and comprehensible throvugh the film medium”l They seemed to share a_matual admira-
tion of one another's work in this area. Joyce's interest in film vas quité clear.
He interrupted his uriting of A Portraii of the Artist as a Young ilan for several
months to manage Dublii.'s first movie hall. After viewing Eisenstein's attempts
to reveal the inner core of man in Potemkin and October, he named Eisenstein a8s
the only director, bedide Valter Ruttmann, who could direct a film of Ulysses, if

.such a film vere over to be made. 'And Eisenstein, vho based his film theory on

literary models rangihg from Dickens to Lewis Carroll and from Flaubert to
Heyakovsky, found wvhat he believed to be numerous positive analogies to his
theories of interior monologue and montage in the literary techniques of Joyce:

Yhat Joyce does uith literature is quite close to what ve're doing
with the nev cinematogrephy, and even closer to vhat ve're going to
do...My mind is filled gith e truckload of thoughts about Joyce and
the film of the future. -

In & recent article in Film Quarterly, "Two Types of Film Theory," Brian
Henderson objects to this 'v'ill analozy' in the use of literary wodels by film
aestheticians. I'e finds Eisenstein, as well as Andre Bazin, guilty of unjusti-
fiably shifting their categories vhen they discuss the vhole film as narrative
on the basis of literary models, after they have been discussing the formal
aspects of film..shot and sequence--in cinematic terms. '%hy narrative should...
emerge as the central or sole category of analysis--uhen it has not been an
important cetegory at lover levels--is not clear."3 Perhaps what is not suffi-
clently clear is the narrative nature of these formal aspects of film.\ A more
thorough understanding of the narrative essence of film ill help us apﬁroach
the common concerns of Iisenstein and Joyce, and might, at the same time, clear
up vhat otherwise may avpear to be a category mistake in the theories of
Eisenstein and Pazin.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to make & detailed analysis of this
narretive essence. But it will be necessary to provide a fev general definit’ons
of the narrative and mimetic theories of film and novel in order to speak cl-r :ly
about the implications of the 'internal monoloSue’ and the other techniques
of revealing the jinner life of character which are common to both forms, anc,
at the same time, to discover their significant differences.

One *ay to define nerrative is to contrast it to drama. In this definition
narrativz is distinguished by tvo cheracteristics: the presence of a story and a
story~teller. Drama, on the other hand, is a story wvithuut & story-teller.




In Arera charuters act dut direstly *hat Aristotle called an ‘imitation’ of such
astien es fing in lire.” Thus, the novel is, by definition, & narretive form.
That the 11? is als? & rorm of rarrative may not be quite sc obvious., In

~tarley C.ovell's ne - ontology of Tilm, The Jorld Vieved, the possibilities he seecs
in the 1113 mediwn lsaw him to believe trhat the penersl ansiver t0 the common
guestion, 'In vihat trays do mosies differ from novels or from theater?’ ought to
bte: 'In every &y.' 2 C(evell malies & valugble voint: a demend that film stretch
the vossibilities of its medium to the limits., Yet later in the ool Cavell
vrites thct "one can feel thet thore is always a cemera left out of the picture. "€
This 12 at least a semi-conscicus recognition of the narrative aspect ot film.

The 'camera left ocut of the pic.ure' is the story-teller. Film i- narrative

and not <rametic then, not because there might be & running commentary ccompli-
mentinz the visual images, but to the extent that the story is presented indirectly,
through 2 controlled point of viev-«-the eve of the cemera--sharpaning or blurring
focus, ucinf close-up or long shot, coloring &néd shading the inuge, providing
vord, musie, noige or silence through its sound track.

The senond important theoretical aspzct of rilm vhich bears close analogy
to tine tneory of the novel ic its insistence on establishing its rimetic quality.
fe~theticians of the novel (fortunately there have been fei} heve continually
posited it as tke most mimetic form of rarrative literature, as opposed to the
cef?, or ihe exemplum, or the romance, etc,, which are cupposed to be more mythic,
le:  revresentational forms., Harlier novelists, such as fielding, Sterne znd
“ickens, sers less encumbered +ith ruleg for 'reslistic’® prose., They are
responcitle for the neselthy, undisciplined srovth of the genre tefore the critics
and treoricte {meny of them novelists themselver; e.y., Flaubert, feorge Eliot,
tr.e fGoncourts, Zhaw, Galdes, Dreiser, Zola, ilenry James ) prescribed their mimetic
princirles. rislding vas able to describe the novel as a comic epic poem in
rrose, .t by the time "e get o Stendhal this conception of the novel has
chenged. He reels that the novel is capable of & kind of photog raphlg “presenta-
tiopsl ftruth:  the “novel is liliz a mirror walliing elong the road.  And
Jottoevisly, perhaps the areatest of all creators of labyrinthine characters,
considery himself "oxly a rezlist in the highest sense of the vord.”

Suite naturally, film theory is equally insistent on the relationship of
film Lo realityy

Tilm. .. iz uniguely equipped to record and revesl Physical reszlity and,
herce, rravitates toward it,

In recordiing and exploring physicanl reality, film e:poses a ''orld never
seen tefore, {i.racauer)

Photography 1g a system of reproduction to fix real events and elements
of ecualily... The sholt's tendancy tovard complete immutablility is
rocted in itz nature. {isenstein)

The photorrarhic imayge 1z the object itself, the object freed from the
sonaitions of time and spuce that govern it. (Rarin)f
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Cr course every form ¢f act mey be considered 'realistic’ in some sense or
other, 20 it is not suroricing that bothh the film and the novel take themselves
set iously enouzh to conclude that they ere capable of capturing such an elusive
auality as reality. Ir hic 'iatericitheorie’ Arnheim points out clearly that
211 artistic, as "ell as scientific, descriptions of reslity are dependent more
upon tie medium, or meterial, they employ, than they are upon the specific subject
matter, Theories of both tls novel and the film are founded upon the telier that
tig medis st their disposal--visuel or verbal--are asccurate dezeriptions, if nct
the 'stufl' itsell, of rezlity.

The puiding mrth of both forms is that 'recreation of the world in its o
mage! smich Balin writes about in "The liyth of Total Cinema.' In '"The Evolution
of the Lenguzre of Cipemz Zanin tells of the dream of lavattini: “to_mehle e
ninsty-minute film of the life of a man to ‘thom nothing ever heppens.’
Zavattini's droim is a statement of the mimetic impulse; to escaPe from plot into
character, ‘oo closely this resembles the ideal of Flaubert, the greatest
Iench Rsalist:

“hat strikes me £2 beautiful, ~that I should like to do, is a book

erout nothing, a8 book “'ithout external attechments...a book which

‘'ouid have practicelly no subject...a geometrically straipght line,

U5 lyriciswm, no comments, the author's personality absent .

f authorial silence is the myth wiich lesds Roland EBarties
tional novel a lie. Accoraing to Barthes the convention of

ion, vhich begins with Flaubert, is the most preposterous of

5. The 'fact' is rezlly, contrery to Flaubert's ishes, an 'artifact’.

the gream peruists; lile the archeiypal, recurrent dream of the palace
! seyy  Trhe Dreem of Coleridge.” And thus Leger dreams of

a monster film ~hich *:ould have to record painstalkingly the 1life of 2
mon apd & roman during tventy-four consecutive hours: their vork,
their silance, their intimacy. "othing slwould pe umitted; nor

should they ever be avere of the presence of the camera, 10

Tavell anvs otvicucly :bunt more hours in the movies than Lejer, e are condemned
live hin to feel the presence of the ‘camera left out of the Picture', whether or
not Lezer wunts the character on the screen to te unavare of it. It is a presence
of vhich "'arhol mehkes ug painfully arare., Put Leger and Zavattini must be exXcused.
dow coula trey have knom that Yarhol would take their dreams seriously?

Thare is a third aspect shared by the film and the novel vhich further
defines treir methods of revealing character: a highly developed consciousness
of time. "he novel has baen called 'tn attempt to come to terms with time', an
attenmpt which often has the effect of turning critical cttention to the character
and avay from the plot. Tearing in mind &. il. Forster's distinction betrreen 'life
by time’' and 'life by values' in the novel, v¢ can see how "the movement toward
*ve cihronolosinal plot in modern narrative 15 part of the general movement to
emphasi e character in narratiww';ll the chronolozicel plot representing a trend
avay {rom the ethically bused plot line. The distinction is an important one
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

beiiien it introtices o certicilar nud of chvracter in narrativyz:  the
chrorolorical-dimanic crurbeter, &5 ovvosed the tle changeless character {e.p.,
Schiller) or the mercly dovelopmental character (e.o., Pur.ival).

The chronolodical-dynamic cnaracter does not emerre in literature until a
fairly cophiisticated time consciocusnets develops in Festern culture. And
nerrative cdevclopment of tiils tipe of character depends upon acress to the
insice, the wsycho, ¢f the cherwoter, This erplies to film just as it does to
the no-cl,  weh has been uritten, much of it contradictory, aboul the sense
of tims in "ilm., There is some corfusion about the availability of tenses to
the motion picture, There is a convention, for erample, eccepted by meny film
actthetizians, that film is alvays in the present tense., This is probabiy
relat2d to the vie thot film is a dramatic rather than # narrative form. But
2 decnzr Insight is Pa.in's resding of the French ipperfect tense in Citiien

Cane, and ris discovery of an equivalent to the simple past tense in Delannoy’s

Symyhcnie pastorsls., Later, "e shall have 1o consider hat is meant oy the

avllity to spatiulice time in the modern novel and film cad hov this effects
the methol of revealing charscter. Panciely's understending of the 'temporal organi-

ztion of space’ would seem to 2¥plain our ability to move sbout in time in a film
Tiite as effectively 2s ve may in 2 novel., To summarize: film shares vith the
novel its narrative, high-minetic, time-conscious naturz, +#An elaborztion of these
rointe ~ould be useful, butl Tor the present they establish a basis for comparison.
.2re 1o tie point herc, these last tvc gualities tend to reveal a particular kind
of character, a character largely defired by the inner life.

2uiell franeim is indulging in wichiul thinking then be vrites:

“riter,, rolyin, intuitively on the principle vhick Lessing
Torrmuinted in thecry, tend to describe what is ty vhat happens...
T2 Uascrintion of a scene beccmes an interpretztion. The
sritor ures the idiosyneracies of his medium to guide the

roender throach a scene, Jjust 4s a ©1lm can move the spectator

from decail to detiil and thereby revesl a situation by a con-

trollad Lequcnce.li
In kic zamparlicon of teoe nwriter’. control to the camera's control Arnheim helps
conl'irm our vier ot f1lm as narrative, 5ot writers do not, in fact, restrict
thenselves te descrining hat i3 by -hat happens'.  llcvelists do revezl the

insicde of rharacter Ly de.criting vhot heppens--llenry Jimes is a master at thist3
--tut trey alsc use diroct narrative statement, dromatication (of invard states),
arecms oend, to et tach to loyce and Lisenstein, internzl ronclogue. Does film
o2 recesc to porall-l devices, as Lisenstein believes? Siegfried rracauer
*rites that tee multi-facsted thouphbis and experiences of the characters in
Proust's novel no longer heve an coaivalent in the vigible vorid. They are
lurgusre bound; eoven the most inrenious camer o vorl: would be conly A poor
substitute Tor the vision roused hy vords. 1% ind Geoorye Plucstone finds that
-oyes would te "absard on filn. > rere -isensiein and vuyon really being

acsurd tnem, vhen they conctidorad meting 2 Tilm of Ulysres?




Lisenstein ¢ecs in ti internal monologue, as developed by Joyce, a means
of presenting the inner life of character on film. In fact, he believes that
thz inner monologue is more suited to film than to literature: 'only the film-
2lement commands a meens for the adequate presentation of the vhole course of
thought throuzh a disturbed mind."1C But Eisenstein admits that literature may
be able to brecl: through its traditional limits by exploiting the use of inner
monologue. e cffers the internal monologuss of Bloom as an example of how
literature can abolish the distinction between subject and object. Thus, he
egrees with .racauer vwhen he *rites: .

¥
A composition in words is able, and therefore disposed, directly to
name and penetrate inner-life events that range from emotions to
ideas, from psychologiral conflicts to intellectual disputes.l?

Yet Cisenstein refuses to Place limits on £film's possibilities in this area and
would have to disapgree with a conception such as Rudolf Bach's:

Pel Proust, Joyce, toolf und Broch z.B. vird die traditionelle Form
des Gedankenberichts zum 'monologue interieur' oder 'stream of con-
sciousness'. Yier ist, bei éem Yersuch fur bestimmte Bedeutungs-
bereiche der Sprache annahernd eindeutige visuelle Aquivalente zu
finden, ceipgen sich die fundamentalen Differenzen zwischen den beiden
tledien. s vare unricgtig von graduellen Urterschieden zu sprechen,
es sind prinzip;elle.l

Interior monologue is & literery term which is synonymous with unspoken
soliloquy. It is 2 dramatic element in narrative because it directly presents
the uncpolien thoughts of a character withouw. any intervening narrator. Interior
monologue "'can only be present . . narrative literature because onl{ in narrative
can a soliloquy remain unspoken yet be understood by en audience."t9 Yet accord-
ing to Bela Palazs the unspoken soliloquy is an option open to the film. It was,
in fact, the silent f£ilm which brought vs what Belazs calls the "silent soliloquy™:

In the film the mute solilogquy of the face speaks even vhen the hero 1s
not alone, and herein lies & great ovportunity for depicting man. The
poetic significance of the soliloquy is that it is a manifestation 'of
nentel, not physical, loneliness...e& novelist can, ol course, write a
dialogue so as to wesve into it what the speakers think to themselves
ihile they are talling. But by so doing he splits up the sometimes
comic, sometimes tragic, but elwnys awe-inspiring unity between spoken
word and hidden thought with which the contradiction is renderegd
manifest in the human face and vhich the film vas the first to show

us in all its dazzling “eriery.<C

Belazs sees the close-up as a more poverful, closely related, techniqué of
interisr monologue. But it is not the 'close-up’ vhich Eisenstein has in mind
when he refers to the possibilities of interior monologue in film. FEisenstein
and Ealezs seem to be talking sbout tvo different narrative technigues for reveal-
ing the inner life of character. In the quote above, Rudolf Rach has identified
imner monologue with sirecem of consrioucness, but we must nov distinguish between
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them berore ve can understand the different meanings assigned the concept in the
theories of Zisenstein and Balazs.

If interior monologue is a literary term which is synonymous with unspoken
SOlilOQUY: 1t is also & rhetorical device, just as spoken soliloquy is. By
‘rhetorical’ we mean words artfully deployed so as to move the reader or audience
by focusing on him and his responses. Stream of consciousness is more precisely
a psychological term, the description of & mental process. It refers to the
illogical, associative patterns of thought, whether spoken or unspoken, rather
than the logical sequence of rhetoric. Belazs is properly speaking of interior
monclogue, and it would seem that he is somewhat justified in comparing it to
the use of the close-up, which may be considered as & kind of rhetorical device
of the film. It is equally apparent that Eisenstein is really speaking about
stream of conscicusness and not interior monologue, although we cannot tlame him
for falling to make this distinction between the psychological term and the
literary method. While interior monolcgue and stream ©f consciousness are often
combined in modern narrative, we can see that 1n Ulysses Joyce leans more toward
stream of consciousness, vhile in The Sound and the Fury, for example, Faulkner
leans more toward the rhetorical device of interior monologue. It 1s clearly
stream of consciousness, the psychological term, tc which Eisenstein refers when
he describes Ulysses and Finnegans Wake as "the most heroic attempt” in literature
to venture outside its own frame and embr ace both the inner and outer vworlds of
man in . simultaneous depiction of events as they "pass through the consciouspess
and feelings...the associations and emotions of one of his chief characters.”

The displacement of rhetoric by psychology signals another movement toward
character at the expense of plot. In respect to plot, mimetic characterization
1s the antithesis of mythic characterization. In the eighteenth century, for
evample, Henry Fielding is supremely successful in employing generalized
character types because his fiction is 50 domineted by plot. The movement
toward stream of consciousness methods of characterization, the movement into
the psyche, effectively subverts traditional chronological order, Bergson's
'time of intellect', into the 'time ©f intuiticon'. Ve shall have to set aside
consideration of this phenomencon for the moment, and how it relates to the
spatialization of time. For the time being, note that even if the chronological
order is tampered vith in favor of other rhythms, an underlying chronology 1is
alvays at least implied, if not stressed, by this very conscious 'artistic' act
of disordering.

Yhile Eisenstein speaks of Joyce's use of interior monologue, he does not
directly identify the novel as having a2 montage structure. Instead he compares
Jeyce's vord-creations, new word combinations formed through juxtaposition, in
Finnecans wake, with montage principles of juxtaposing two shots to torm a montage
phrase. "It has been left to coyce," Eisenstein writes, "to develop in 'literature’
the depictive line of the Japanese heiroglyph.“22 And the importance of the
heiroglyph lies in its ability to "copulate” (i.e., cofibine} with another
heiroglyph to form en idecgram. Tuo objects combine to form a concept. This is
precisely Eisenstein's definition of montage: '"Two pleces of film of any kind,
Placed together, inevitably combine into & new concept, & new quality, arising out

" of that juxtaposition.’ *23 Eisenstein probably comes closest to actually identi-

fying stream of consciousness (he says 'innergmonologue”) as & montage structure
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when he says that ‘the secret of the structure of moptage was gradually revealed
as a secret of the 'structure' of emotional 31:|eech"2 emotional speech being
desoribed as the use of affective logic in speech, vhich 1s dlstinct from written
language. He compares written language to the "clumsy long shot."

Harry Levin's study, James Jjoyce, makes the connection much more explicitly
when he titles an entire chapter of his book¥'Hontage” and examines montage as a
literery device %0 reveal cheracter: ’

Bloom is our sensorium, and it is his experience that becomes ours.
- To record this experience, however, has not been a simple process
of pﬁstpgraphy. Bloom's mind 15 neither & 'tabula rasa'’ nor a
photographic plate, but a motion picture, which has been ingeniously
cut and carefully edited to emphasize the ¢lose-ups anfl fade-outs of
flickering emotion, the angles of observation and the flashbacks of
reminiscense. In its intimacy and in its contimuity Ulysses has
more in common with the cinema than with other fiction. The movement
of Joyce!s style, the thought of his characters, is 1like unreeling
film, his method of construction, the arrangement of this rew
materiel, involves the crucial operation of *montage .29

Thus, it is in terms of its ability tO examine the psyche of character and its
competence in handling time that Levin defines the montage structure of Ulysses.
Like stream of consciousness, montege structure replaces logical linear,
sequential order with associative patterns. Stream of consciousness is not
identical with montage structure, but it might be regerded as & radical type

of montage not unlile what Eisenstein termed the fifth level ~f montage {after
the four levels of metric, rhythmic, tonal and overtonal montage)--intellectual
montage--vhich is used ‘to direct the whole thought process'. Montage is a
Juxtaposing of shots or words, while stream of consciousness, what.Eisensteln
referred to ags immer monologue, is a montage method of revealing & charecter’s
psyche., It is that type of montage which provides those "“flickering emotions"
and "flashbecks of reminiscence' which Levin speaks of. :

More significant, however, in this quote from Levin, is his use of the
motion picture screen as & model for the human brain. It is as crucial to the
theory of character in the film as it is to the modern stream of consciocusness
novel. For the interior monologue 1is based on quite another model. The
earliest, and some of the most memorable, interior monologues occur in the Iliad.
In about half of.the interior monologues in the Iliad, the 1line "but why does my
heart {thymos) dispute with me thus?”" occurs at crucial points in the narrative
when the speaker 1s experiencing fear. This formulaic line is invoked to show
the mind disputing with the will. fThere is a picture, or model, of the humen
psyche in the Iliad which is inherent in any use of the interior monologue: the
conception of a divided psyche capable of carrying on & discussion with itself.
Thought is conceived by Plato, for example, &6 'the talk which the soul {psyche)
has with itself about any subject which it considers" {"Theaetetus", 189, E;
"Sophist', 263 E). ‘The ancient tendency was to consider thought as speech minus
\%he sound, i.e., a8 a kipnd of internal dialogue. This was the preveliling
as tion about the nature of thought until rether recently. So, 1if thought

..‘
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1s merely unspoken speech, the same rules of rhetoric apply to it as to words
vhich are pronounced aloud. Thisl 15 _an understanding implicit in our acceptance
of the interior monologue, i o
But if associative, non-linear patterns characterize thought, the rhetorical
model of- the 'dia10guing mind% no longer suffices. This 1s how ve must accept
Harry levin's 'motion picture\Bcreen brain', This same model apvears when - ,
Herbert Read writes that the aiE of good literature, as well as the ideal film,
is "to proJec onto that inner bereen of the brain & moving picture of objects
and events."2® Such an image is essential to the view that Arnheim proposes in
Visual Thinking, that language s pot indispensible to thought (even though,
Arnheim's description of the humen brain as an "empty cloud chember"” is a much
more interesting model).

\'
R

Summarizing the argument above, the switch from interior monologue to stre
of consciousness in narrative seems to depend upon, or at least implies, a chang
in our conception of thought. It also signals a new conception of time, which
further introduces dtfferent means of expressing character. The 'motien picture’
mind' does not order words sequentially, but describes character with word groups
whose meanings depend on their spatial relationships, Streem of consciousness,
Eisenstein's inner monologue, is used to describe the irrational thought processes
and thus @iscards logical order in favor of what Fisenstein calls "sensual
thinking.” S0 stream of consciousness assumes the original task of interior '
monologue, which vas to reveal a mind tormented by a dilemma, As llorman O,Browmn
writes:

progress toward a higher rationality in our understanding of time )
depends on a psychology*which explores the irrational in general 1

and specifically the irrational ih human needs.27 ARG

r 4..‘,-‘

Bazin feels that it is the novel which has made the 'subtlest' ause of moptage,
and believes that Citizen i{ene would not have been possible prior td Joyce. e
Ulysses seems. to have a certain ‘rhapsodic quality'. A quality which Arnold - "

Hauser describes as a triumph of the contents of consciousness over chronological
order:

!
The spatialization of time goes so far in Joyce that one can begin
the reading of Ulysses vhere one likes, with only a rough knowledge
of the context,,.and almost in any sequence one tares to choose.
The medium in which the reader finds himself is in fact vholly slzna.tial.?8

It is somevhat misleading to say that you can begin reading Ulysses vherever you
like. The pattern of ‘mssociations in Bloom's mind may not be chronologically
ordered, but there is an order. It would be helpful if we could say that one .
can begin reading Ulysses 'vhenever' one likes, but that sounds like a recommendaw
tion to begin 'sometime', As Susan Sontag has pointed out, the difficulty isg

that our idea of form is spatial; we don't have a sufficient vocabulary of forms
for the temporal arts such as the novel:

5
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What we don't have yet is a poetics of the movel, any clear notion
of the forms of narration. Perhaps film criticism will be the
occasion of & breakthrough here, since films are primarily a
visual form, yet they are also e subdivision of literature.29

Ve have arrived &t the problem of the spatialization of time, a phencmenon
which is held to apply to the film and the modern novel. JOseph Frank Puts
the metter more clearly than Hauser when he explains that vhat it means to say
that Joyce and other writers are moving in the direction of spatisl form is,
simply, that the "reader is ideally intended to apprehend their work spatially, -
in:a moment of time, rather than as sequence...juxtaposing word groups"30 so
that they may be perceived simultaneously. Once again we £ind ourselves back

10 Eisenstein's definition of montage; still another commitment by the narrator

to reveal the inner life of character. The narrative of Ulysses is principally °
modulated through the consciousness of Bloom. The spatialization of time tends
to dissolve plot almost entirely, and character becomes the sole focal point.
Everything is chenge in this type of narrative. Character is the One remaining

primary substance to which all else is attached, although it too iy be undergoing

changes. This narrative movement represents a tendancy toward spatial art which
presents its materials simuitaneously or in random order. Spatial art has no '
plot. One has the temptaticn to say that the movement further into the psyche

of character deaves the reader completely Yspaced', until plot becomes s0 thin

1t geems to diéZzpear.

Although Hghser and pthers refer to the spatialization of time in the
modern novel as’a 'cinematic' effect, we seem to have been led somevhat away
here from & consideration of the theory of character in film. Perhaps this is

- inevitably so. Despite the fact that.the kind of modern narrative we have been

discussing is often called cinematic, it is not at all certain that stream of
consciousness is & possibility in visual narrative (whether or not it is
desirdblg).

Inéreasingly mimetic characterization requires an ever increasing freedom
from plot. The ultimate form of mimetic narrative is thus assumed to be the
'slice of life', virtually a kind of 'unplots "All narrative forms,” write
Scholes ?nd Xellogg, "if pushed to their ultimate capabilities.and purged of
"impurities' disappear into the outer fringes of the world of art or of the
actual world."31 Appropriately, the fullest extension of mimesis brings us back
to myth. iThe journey into the interior in Ulysses brings us full circle, so
that in the "Circe" chapter Bloom acts out his subconscious phantasies in a
surrealistic, external dramatization. Face to face with the psyche the
novelist sdems to discover not the uwltimately mimetic 'clockwork orange' of
the mind, byt a world of myth. limetic characterization self-destructs as it
breaks through the boundaries of the psyche into the vorld of thhicg
expressionistic patterns. The world of myth ﬂhigﬁ has been concealefl through
mimetic characterization is once again revealed. 2 /

It is with good reason that the film has not made the round trip. This
brings us to the one narretive element We have not yet discussed: point of view.
The novelist has numerous options in respect to point of view. Ke mey be an
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eyetritness, recorder, omniscient observor, histor, etc. Put dogs the film have
these same options? ifost film theorists do not believe so. For example, '
Etienne Fuzellier writes: ’

Les romans que l'on appele parfois 'en Premiere Personne’ - ceux

gui se presentent comme une sorte d'autobiographie - doivent subir

{in the case of adaptation) une transformation tout aussi profonde:

le lecteur du roman voyait et imaginait par les yeux du neros,
s'identifiait avec lui directement; le realisateur doit, lui,

presenter au spectateurs ce meme heros visdble a l'ecran’' la

narration sort du personnasge, se fait exterieure & lui, et adopte A
ainsi d'autres perspectives, un autre systeme de coordonnes,

une sutre dimension.33

All of which leads .Fuzellier to the conclusion that ."en depit des apparences
la piece de theatre egt beaucoup plus proche du film qQue le roman. This is
contrary to Bazin's contention that the theater, unlike the novel, is a "false
friend” when it comes to adaptation. And Francois Truffaut disagrees entirely .
with Puzellier's ideas about the possibilities of 'first person cinema'.. He
writes that the film can be "plus personal encore qu'un romen, individuel et
autobiographique comme une confession, ou comme un Journal intime. Les Jjeunes
cineastes s'experimeront a la premiere personne.”3

The truth probebly lies. Sgmevhere between these two Positions. Verbal
narrative, and the novel in particuler, possesses a greater range of point of
~ view, because it exercises a greater control over point of viev than visual
narrative. Since we have previously defined film &5 narrative Precisely because
it does control point of view, we had best state clearly what kind of control we
are Speaking of., To do this we must bear in mind a distinction which psychologists
make betteen the visual field and the visual world.35 The visuel world is an
abstraction, it cannot be seen, but is rather thought. The visual world is the
conceptual world of things 'out there'. The visuasl 'field' is that which we
actually see. It shifts with the movement of the eye. Verbal control of point
of view is a result of the writers ability to present us with a2 conceptual
visual world., In the perceptual visual field point of view is changing much
more rapidly, although subjective camera and hand-held cameras are sttempts to
stabilize this effect.

Vords tend to stabilize visual fields into a visual world, even though
narrative methods such as stream of consciocusness attempt to present the reader
with a visual iield. The film achieves a modified control of point of view
vhich 15 e¥perienced through a clustering of visual fields perceived as
impressions of light with color, contour, motion and distance. On the other
hand, the vord more naturally adapts itself to montage structure and stream of
conscitusness to achieve characterization. Arnheim writes:

One cannot take pictures or pieces of pictures and put them together
to produce nev statements as easily as one can combine words or
ideographs, Pictorial montages show their sgams, whereas the images
Produced by words fuse into unified vholes.3

[ W
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Eisenstein was '¢ll avare of this vhen he said that "the frame is much less
independently worlable than the word or sound.s., the shot... is more resistant
then granite.”37 For Tisenstein, hovever, this greater resistance wag the
promise of more vowerful montage 'collisions’ when two shots. were successfully
Juxtaposell,

*

Yhile greater facility of montage is possible with words, it is necessary
to rémember thset words tend to solidify the perceptual impressions we have
received from girect oxperience; or, as Arnheim puts it, lenguage helps 'to
stabili_.e the inventory of visual concepts’, This greeter stability allows the
word & firmer control over point of vieuv in narrative, and provides verbal
narrative with its broader repertory of point of view. The richness of Dickens
in laerge measure is due to his willingness to continually break the fictional
plene, confiding and confessing, exhorting and addrecsing the reader, violating
point of view. Thus Dickens' novels approach filmic operation in the visual
field. 1t is interesting from this standpoint that Eisenstein saw Dickens’
novels as '"the most expressive means of revgaling the imner world and ethical
countenance of the characters themselves.' ,-

Flaubert's dresm of ‘pure’ fiction imposes a rigid point of viev and
restricts itself, or rather, attempts to restrict iteelf, to the visual world.
The constantly shifting eye of the narrative camera, on the other hand, presents
us with a visuel field, constantly changing in si:e, contour and color as it ig
perceiVed by the eye. Streem of consciousness techniques may be less & part.of
film experience, because point of view, while it is nodulated through ‘the eye y
of the cemera, becomes much less obvious, it tends to disappear in the visual
fields we experience through the shifting motion, color and distance of the
visual narrative. This does not mean that the narrator, i.e., the csmera,
disappears in film as Flaubert thought the author of the novel should disf%pear.
Instead, the camera opens up another ironic gap between the ‘objective!
photographic reproduction of the world and the limited view of the cameré's
narrative choices.

In Resnais' films, for example, we experience carefully wrought attempts |
to filter time through the mind of character. In both Hiroshima lion Amour and
last Year at Marienbad we are preaented with visual fields modified by memory.
Both films may be seen as forms of 'memory working' or attempts to distinguish
betieen public and private memories, as John Ward has showm in his book,

Alain Besnais. Resnais' films add to the cinema's pover to express time and
turn the idea that film is always in the present tense into an empty convention.
But Hiroshime and Marienbad still operate in visual fields and do not restqict
our experiences in them t0 anything like pure stream of consciousness.

L]

The inwverd life of character in film is revealed mainly through such

rhetorical narrative devices as the close-up, shooting angles, etc., as wvell

as through flashbacks of memory or actual dream sequences vhich may be signaled
to the audience by various techniques which affect the visual field, such as
slowv-motion, changes of color or light intensity, distortion, 2tc. And these
are already something lile the surreslistic dramatizetion of the 'Circe™ chapter
in Ulysses. A" wve mentioned earlier, the film does not seem to malke the rounde
trip through stresm of consciousness in order to recctrer myth. %tanley Cavell
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points qut that rsalism ond 'theatricalism' are not opposed in film, but are
somehow connected. Film and novel are both mimetic narrative. But the presenta.
tion of a visual field in film means that film also has & certain 'dramatic’
effect on the viewer. Film seems tO be narrative in a technical sense, as well
as dramatic in psychological effect; it thus straddles the boundary betwveen
narrative and drama.

Attempts have been made to describe the "Circe" chapter of Ulysses as a
dream sequence, relocating the action in the mind of one of the protagonists.
Such attempts are ultimately unsatisfying because Joyce has completely abandoned
realistic characterization in this.-scene. The Highttorm sequence formed a
substantial portion of the film which Joseph Strick adepted from Ulysses. Yet
this sequence did not appear to be strikingly different in form from the rest
of the film. Perhaps the dream mode 1s too much with us in the film as Susanne
Langer has expressed it in her “ilote on the Film."

This essential difference betireen novel and film has disclosed a deeper
sruth which applies to botk: thinly veiled behind mimetic reproduction of the
vorld lies the world of myth. The sheer physicel presence of character in film,.
the combination of narrative and dramatic elements, fractures the mimetic
impulse in a continual dlalectic between the inside of the characters mind
and the outside world of his perceptions. Eisenstein and Joyce shared a common
interest in the means of expressing the 'inner life' of men in art. Eisenstein
developed a theory, based upon Joyce's literary techniques, by which film might
more fully express the inner life. Joyce borrowed the narrative-dramatic
aspetts of film for the same purpose and created the 'cinematic¢ novel'. Bazin's
"Defense of 1iixed Cinema"” i5 an acknowledgment of the possibilities of crossa
hybridization between these two bastard narrative forms. It f£s the richest
possible combination of 'impurlties' that produces the most powerful stories
and the most convineing characters. .
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FILH AS MEDIA AS EPIDENIC...

Wands Bershen
Yale University

No one assumes that the content of a newspaper is: , _
news about the Kellogg pact, a scandal at the Gazette A
de France, or such a daily .ncident as that of a

drunken husbatid murdering his wife with a hammer.

Wh é speak. of the gontent of‘a newspaper we fean
the principle of organization and cultivation of the _ ‘.

newspaper's capacitieg~~aimed at the class~cultivation
of the reader. *

And in this is the production~based inseparability
of combined content and form that makes an ideology.

. .
LR

S. Eipenstein, 1929

%

WETCT N L

I. ;
Uncut film rushes, somewhat like newspaper copy; are always a record oA
of a complex event, i.e. the perception by a particular human being of * - E
another person, object or occurrence through the filter of his brain and e
his camera's capabilities. Thereafter various kinds of manipulations may '
be performed upon that film record. It may become entertainment, a
documentary statement, propaganda, fantasy, even a form of art. It may
be one or some or ell of these at once., Whether left as record or further
maripulated, every piece of film is a cultural artifact, encoding some kind :
of {nformation about the manner and purpose of its making. . &

-
Rk
o

Archaeologists collect pot shards from pre-historicaf cultures as we

collect art, from the more recent past in the attempt to find out how things
used to be. 1toving picture film is perhaps the closest we have ever
come to actually re-possessing the past. And Just as no cultural artifact
(be it pots or paintings) is devoid of gome significafice, neither is any
piece of film truly neutral., All artifacta, likeJEisenptein'g newspaper
 exanmple, express the ideologies of their makers. Some are personal and

some are puﬁ%ic, and tsken together the artifacts of each culture embody .
its character as clearly as any written document. d ) °

The Russians in 1917 were quick to recognize the extraordinary power of
fi{lm to convey ideology. HNot only did the state finance large-scale produc-
tion (on Revolutionary themes, of course) but tha showing of foreign films
was strictly regulated. The more frivolous forme of cinema being produced
in Western Europe and the U.S. were considered not merely irrelevant, but
dangerous. Eisenstein, a great admirer of Griffith and Chaplin as well
ae other non-Rusaian film, defined cinema a8 an educational medium in which
the most serious issues of life and thought might be explored. He had little
use for the notion of "entertainment” £ilm, considering that to be rather
an insidious form. A film's job, in his mind, was to make the audience
_ "help itself", to provide an active rather than a passive occasion. The
means by which £ilm could provide that active occasion ware Eisenstein’s life~
long atudy and concern on film ae well as in hia voluminous theoretical writings.
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Almost 0 years have passed now since the "golden age' of Soviet cinema,

and we live in a medid environment which would no doubt boggle Eisenstein's
nind., Hovies, radio, TV, advertising posters, ete., surround us daily in all
but the most remote areas. In fact, the media environment hias become so
pervasive that it requires no small amount of ingemuity to escape from its

* constant blare., Periodically questions are raised about the cotitent of

- certain films or TV programs. Does violence and explicit sex on the screen
encourage such practices in "real 1ife"? Should children watcl. so many hours
of TV? WUe¢n't it ruin their eyes? For most, however, all those sounds and
images and musical ditties are simply a fact of life. (Don't we always sing
aboi.t cigarettes and underarm deodorants?)

Many artists {(perennial troublemakers that they are) in recent years
have begun to suspect that those "facts of life" are not nearly so innocuous
as B.B.D. & 0. would have us think. Pop artists, Oldenburg and Warhol in
particular, opened a Pandora's box by revealing the banal and fraudulent
nature of the media images we encounter every day of our lives. Campbell's
soup and the. great American hamburger vhen presented as "art” outraged both
laymen and critics. And as if that were not bad enough Warhol commenced to
make mevies of interminable length in which absolutely nothing happened.

These artists meant to provoke and to outrage. If you wanted to argue
that hamburgers were not the stuff of art, and the Empire state building no
. Subject for a movie, you had to decide what was appropriate matter for art
(and movies) and why. Those 1ssues, however, were not so easy to settle.
In fact they loosed a whole flock of nasty and difficult questions about the
defidition of art and of mass media in relation to society, which was exactly
what the artists had in mind. If media 15 not a simple, innoclous fact of
life, what are its powers and effects? Do movies, TV, radio, etc. affect
people's thinking and behavior? How? If so, don't the people who make
movies, TV, and other media have considerable power over their audience?
Isn't that kind of power supposed to entail certain responsibilities? How
can ye be sure those responsibilities are honored? HMust we learn to make
media and thereby know its dangers? -Or shopld we make rules for the 'pro-
fessionals"? Who are the “professionals"? What is a movie supposed to be?

The appalling thing is chacfﬁe have no real answers to any of these
questions. Film and related media are considered by most artists of the past
50 years to be the most powerful single medium of this centery. And if we
require further proof of the importance of media on every level of American
society and culture, we may note the foreright of the corporate business
community in gaining ownership of ABC, NBC, €BS, all major advertising
ager 1es, Time, Life, Newsweek, Vogue, Universal Studios, MGM, and so forth.
The 1list in infinite.

I do not mean to imply that there is a2 conspirac” of the powerful few
against the innocent sheep on this side of the page ot s.reen., I do mean
to suggest that we are all operating out of toial ignorance of the social,
political, psychologice: and historical effects of media, that we are all
guilty of an irresponsibility wiich wa: have the heaviest of consequences.
tie have all, those who make and sell media in America, and those who consume
it, stuck our heads in the proverbizl sand.

~
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I submit that we cannot have control if we do not have
knouvledge--all members of a comrwnicative stream influence
thhe shape of that stream but control can only be exerted
if we have information about the stream itself...if we
are to <¢hange telecomaunicative boundaries either for
education, amusement or scilence, we rust comprehend the
artifacts of the structure and attempt to hold them in L
rmind, or change the structure to fit our needs.

. , R. Birdwhistle, 1969

And along the line of knowledge in the field of the
systew of laws of formal congtructions, cinematography,
and indeed the arts generally are still very poor...
Tiiese questions, however, can successfully be approached
only by means of very serious analytical work and by
very serious knowledge of the inward nature of artistic
form.....at the coment at whichi I began to interest
myself in these basic problems of the culture of form
and the culture of cinema, I found myself in life not in
film production, but engaged in the creation of .an
academy of cinesatography...

$. Eisenstein, 1955

Oue cannot in a few pages do justice to the history of
nan's growing awareness; first of himself, second of his
environgzent, then of himself scaled to his environment,
and finally of the transaction between himself and his
environment. It 1s only possible to sketch in the broad
outlines of this story, which demonstrates more and more
clearly that man has inhabited many different perceptual
worlds and that art constitutes one of the many rich
gources of data on human perception. The artist himself,
tis work, and the study of art in a cross-cultural
context all provide valuable information not just of
content but even wore important of the structure of man's
- different perceptual world.
£. Hall, 1969

If there 1s &8 lesson tu be learned from these statements, it is that
both artists and scientists seek knovledge of the structuvral iaws of communi-
cation (be it "artistic” or practical, a distinction which we have not room
nere to discuss). Individual and collective awareness of the communicative
environment vhich we simultaneously and continuously create ard consume is
the aim of both science and art. And 1f that is so, why not pursue that
knowledge with the most refined tools of each discipline?

I has not been the custon in this country, for reasons unclear to me, i
to approach problems in the so~called "humanities' with scientific method- !
ology, or vice~versa. Contemporary artists have made some moves to invade ’
the sacred territories of science and technology by such endeavors as the
Experiments in Art and Technology initiated during the 1960's or the recent
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collaboration with aerospace corporations in Southern California under the
direction of kaurice Tuchman. Artists attempting earthworks have become
involved with geologists and other environmental sciences While groups like
PULSA and wmembers of the alternate videco movement have sought out bio-
chemists and neurophysiologists in the course of their work.

The radical innovation of science in this century, however, has been
one of method rather than of informacion. Scientific research approaches
problems which are clearly too large for any single person to even define, by
group effort. various teams select different aspecte of a problem. Then
by maintaining contact through specialized journals and periodic conferences,
enough cluyes are turned up so that gome day, some group will actually find
an answer on the magnitude of the Watson-Crick discoveries about DNA.

Wy should the approach to problems like how film 1s perceived visually
and aurally not be approached in the same way? Clearly it is only by a
massive assault on the part of many minds over a considerable period of time
that such couplex questions may be answered. Hor need we approach the
moral, legal, political, social and psychecleogical aspects of media any
differently.

What I am suggesting 1is that the "future of film study" 1s too narrow
a statement of the issues at hand. Filz is one among many forms of media,
the production and viewing of which can only be enhanced by a ganeral know-
ledge of the nature of human communications. I don't think we have any
basis at all for judging what is a "good" film, or by extension an appropriatﬁ
course in film-making until we know what film can do. Ve have been cavalier
with this gift of the Industrial Revolution, as we have with so many others,
Do we wish to have our brains polluted by media as our highways, our air
and our cities are strangled and poisoned by the automobile?

iiedia 18 no less related to ecology than 1is the composition of air or
soil. There is a psychic economy of the mind and emotions which requires .
as delicate a balance for healthy survival as does the natural world. If
we continue to ignore the laws and structures of our nminde and thought~
processes as consistently as we have those of the natural world, we may no
doubt expect the consequences to be similarly dire,




DIMEISIONS OF FILi GEIRES

David Bordwell
University of Iowa

Ironically, vhile American cinemes has produced some of the most influentisal
film genres, American film Students have devoted relaiuively litcle discussion to
the problem of genre. hwst of uvhat we have nov are remairder-table picture-books

. aimed at the fan; such volumes have some merits, but they hardly constitute
rigorous film scholarship. Yet the genre concept could be an enormously fruitful
one if <e cared enmough to cultivate it. Although generic considerations aren't

. pertinent tc all Films, flexible geure models cen account for much creative
activity in cineme. What follous is an attempt to synthesi~e some prevalent
theories of the definition and development of film genres gnd to suggest some ways
film scholars might pursue the problem in the future.

A genre, for preliminary purpoces, can be defined &8s a number of films
grouped by some standard. But in specifying further, vwe face large difficulties. 1
Hov define & Western or & musical? The ususl recponse iz to look for common . X
intrinzic characteristics, but our current definitions seem thoroughly inconsis-
tent. We define a Vestern by common themes (e.g., nature vs. civilization; see f
Kitses' Horizons jlect), by jconcgraphy (certain costumes, cettings, objects), ang :
by plot structures (e.g., ranchers vs. farmers). Yet scme writers define & horror '
film by its effect (see Butler's Horror in the Cinema); the social-comment film
seems to be defined by content; and a musical is defined by its mode of !
presentation. Before we can study anything, ve must know what it is, and such
incompetible generic definitions hamper us at the outset. C

s

Ye should remember, though, that generic groupings need not’be absolute. Tt
is misleading for Andrew Sarris to vrite in The American Cinema that genre
criticism “presupposes an ideal form of the genre" (p.30). I propose instesd
that genre criticism should begin by looking at the films empirically, seeking
forms which are not ideaslized but simply typical. F?r the critic or historian,
the genre is 'h&t has been done. This premise keeps our study resolutely
descriptive and historizal, preventing us from rocketing the notion of genre
inte & Platonic limbo.

But what does &n empirical exswmination of films yield in the way of genre-
definition? This problem h&s heen e¥plored most ingeniously by wvarious scholars
in the excellent Pri%tish journal Screen, and their answers, vhile tentative, are

. stimulating. It is significant that all the proposed generic definitions revolve
around the notion of convention, the central concept of genre theory. Tom Ryall
suggests that genres can be located by common materiasl subject-matter, thewatic

. pre-occupaticns and recurring iconography.l Ed Buscombe proposes that the
gerre's "outer form" (settings, costumes, objects) determines its "inner form"
(themes, drametic structures).é Richard Collins argues that settings, costumes,
and other iconographicel elements of "outer form" are purely contingert upon the
time and locale of the story} he suggests instead that genre be gefined in terms
of "& repertoire of key situstions that recur again and again in films.";

-~

ERIC 40




20

Yie should be greteful to these writers for raising questions vhich Anglo-
American film study has so long ignored, but *7e must also recognize that their
ansvers are far too simple. Significantly, all three essays concentrate on the.
Western, surely tne tidiest generic grouping we have; a look at other genree
vould reveal that such modela as the Screen essayists construct run quickly
aground. !"e would, for instance, naturally call Golddiggers of 19Q5, tleet ide in
£t. Louis, and Help! all musicels, but where in these films is Ryall § common
subject-matter or Buscombe's recurring "outer forms" oi Collins® vaguely-
conceived "key situations™? Certainly, a flexible and inclusive model of genre
neads to take account of all the intrinsic factors these writers have stressed
--conventional subjects, themes, iconography, and situations--tut we should also
consider the extrinsic factors vhich may determine generic groupings.

<

One such extrinsic factor is, most abstractly, the genre's historical con-
text., If we gre to construct descriptive, nonidealized generic models, ve must
remember that genres exist in specific historical situsetions, and perhaps the
mecet important constituent of the genre's historical identity is the audience's
avyereness of the genre. 1In another Screen essay, Andrew Tudor writes perceptively:

To talk about, say, the 'Vestern,' is (arbitrary definitions apart)
to appeal to & common set of meanings in our culture, From & very
early age most of us have built up a picture of a 'Vestern.' Ve
feel we know vhat a Vestern is vhen ve see one, although we must
also be willing to admit that the edges are rather blurred. 1In
short, vhen we call something a 'Yeztern' ve are generally implying
more than ithe simple statement 'this film is 2 member of & class of

~films ("t'esterns") having in common x; y, z.! Ve ere also suggest-
ing that this is something which would be universally labelled o
‘Wegtern' ip our culture,..Genre notions--except the specisal case
of arbitrary definitions--are not critics' classificetions made for
special purposes, but sets of cultural conventions. Genre is vhat
ve cellectively helieve it to be,

]

Implied in Tudor's thesis is the point that many critics have constructed
genre categories that are eterpal and unspecific--i.e., shistorical. The
recognition of the force of contemporary usage, as long as it is intelligible
and unambiguous, introduces the need for historical context: to find out vhat
& genre is, ve must £ind out what the genre vwas for & perticular sudience in &
particular time and place and in the context of a certain tradition ar style.

Only then do principles of convention, audience eXpectation, and generic norms
make any sense, , T

ot that the factor of audience swvareness is a sufficient condition for
generic grouping, eince there are series (e.g., Tarzan, Gidget) and other group-
ings (e.g., Doris Day films, color films) of which audiences are avare but which
we would not normally call genres. A synthesis seems necessary. Let us define
& genre as & kind of film vhich is recognized as such by sudiences of a particular
time and place and which, for enalytical purposes, may be characterized by a stock
of recurring, conventional subjects, themes, situations, icons, or stylistic or
forwmal devices., This definition, however bhroasd, at least recognizes the genre's
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historical context and its system of intrinsic conventions; it guards against
metaphysical definitions on one hand and srbitrary ones on the other.

A definition of genre is not sufficient to. clear our path entirely, for wve
need to recognize the various levels of a genre's import. On one level, a genre:
creates an gutonomous artistic world, distinctly bounded by its conventions. At
the same time, it has specific functions in a given culture. ' And the genre can
also appeal to audiences in very different cultures. There are, then, at least
three dimensions of & genre's significance: an intrinsic level, a cultural level,
and an archetynal level.

At the intrinsic level, the conventions are chiefly intra-referential; they
combine into an interlocking set of dramatic structures vhich we learn to assoclate
with the genre. 1In the gangster film, for instance, the time 15 Vvaguely modern
and the locale 1s usually the city; Colin McArthur has pointed out some typical |
characters (brainy racketeers, molls, squealers, cops, legal mouthpleces, crusad~
ing attorneys, etc.) and objects (weapons, vehicles, Phones, printing presses,
torture devices, etc.). The interaction of characters, objects, and settings
generates a number of conventional situations (e.g., the "ride," the beating in
the alley, the %ids' crime, the murder of the squealer, the meeting of the mob~
sters, the telephoned warning, the party or banquet, etc.). What holds such
conventional icons and situations together are certain basic themes, intrinsic
to the genre. A frequent theme of the gangster film, for example, is the problem
of reconciling the desire for pover with the demands of love. By brains, strength,
and force of will the gangster achieves a glamorous success, but this very success
makes him hated by others. Ilo wvonder, then, that the vindictive moll so often
preclipitates the gangster's end; his betrayal of her =signals his fallure to love,
his inability to conceive of people as ends rather then as means. Sometimes the
protagonist discovers this need for feeling, and his punishment takes on an ironic
welght by comlng after his change of heart. ¥hen Bull Yeed in Undervorld lets
his girl escape with his best friend and surrenders himself to the police, he
admits: “'Y've been all wrong...Il've been wrong all the vay." UYhen the signifi-
cantly named Tom Povers of Public Enemy 1s vounded, he repents and decldes to
return to his family, but he is killed anyway. In Underworld USA, Tolly Devlin
must betray the girl who love:s him, but when the girl is threatened, he recognizes
his need for her; he turns in the syndicate killer but dies soon aftervard. Some-
times, though, the protagonist dies as blind as he lived: Foetticher's Legs
Dieamond is vicious to the end, but his girl provides his epitaph: "He never
knew hov to love.” Thus the genre's conventions are essential to its paradoxes
and ironies and express & range of themes and attitudes that wmay Jjustly be
called & moral vision of the vworld.

Yet these conventions are also extra-referential, in that they point to
conceptions of reality vhich can be culturally specific. The Western, as most
anelysts have sug*ested, can illustrate some basic attitudes toward our past.
Science-fiction's common theme of how men 1s to use his machines wisely (repeated
from Metropolis and Things to Come to 2001) may heve its source in cultures coming
to grips with technological change. The brash and breezy: rapacity of the down-at~
heel shougirls in the 1930's musicels are symbols of vhat many critics see as the
Depression temper. Yet flat-footed literalness must be avoided here; genres

rarely reflect reality directly, but more often ¢istort it into schematic Patterﬁs.
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The gangster of the 1920's, for instance, was usually morally repulsive and
petty, yet he became a kind of culture hero; crowds mobbed Capone as if he Vere
& movie star. ' Vhat the cinema took from the real gangster was his glamor, his
danger, and, most interesting, some basic tensions which he incarnated. In
striking out on his ovn, the gengster is reenacting smerican initietive; his
racket parodies capitalist enterprise; the gangster is the logical culmination
of laissez-faire capitalism. He is 2 bad man, but his badness is a result of
his taking to the limit certain premises which ve call good, Moreover, the
classic gangster £ilms (Underworld, Little Caesar, Public Enemy, and Becarface )
maintain a marvelous smbivalence: an air of brutal contemporaneity envelops a
highly styled protagonist. Public Enemy, for exemple, admirably summarizes
vhat might have seemed to 1931 audiences the rise of a typical hoodlum: from
 slums, overabundant beer, and the juvenile gang through World Yar I tO the
arrival of Prohibition and the forming of the mob. Yet 2ll this actually
"explains” nothing about real gengsters, since almost no reference is made to
the crucial factor of nationel origins and since no factor is seen as decisively
shaping the young crook's career: Tom is bad at the start, even before his first
siig of beer. Although the film alludes to many contemporary events, its plot
and characters are sufficiently conventionalized to make it 2 model of the genre.
Specifically hov one might interpret these conventions a& revelatory of a .
society's pre-occupations will be sketched below in the discussion of the work
of John G. Cawelti; at this point ve need recognize only the essential dialectic
betveen fact and fiction, d0cument and symbol, that obtains in the cultural
dimension of a genre.

Yet audiences in many cultures respond to a genre; American Vesterns and
films noirs are as popular in Peris and Tokyo as in Dallas. I suggest, then,
thét there 18 in some genres & third dimension of import: <the archetypal one.
Beneath the genre's intrinsic system of conventions there may rest a narrative
pattern common to meny cultures. For instance, the Western containe elements
of both pastoral (Qhe Juxtaposition of civilization and nature permits a testing
of each) /and romance (the heroic quest). The hero Of the gangster film, in his
search for pover, often enacts a pattern of rise and fall close to that of
Macbeth. Horror films frequently feature & scientist who searches for absolute
knowledge beyond mortal capability; the standard epitaph, as bystanders view the
scientist's grisly end, could apply to Dr. Faustus! "He went too far.” ot all
genres contain such obvious mythical substructures, but there is & possibility
that besides the intrinsic and cultural levels cf a genre, there may subsist a
kind of uniwersal structure of appeals. -

- !

It remains to concider some dquestions that definition and analysis of genres
can ansver. Genre Study seems tO me tO have three main functions: to assist the
critical interpretation of specific films; to elucidate relations between cinema
end society; and, most significantly, to act as an ordering principle in film
history.

tthen Anglo-American film criticism is not indulging in half-baked
sociologi~ing or psychologizing, it consists mainly of intrinsic analyses of
individual works-(e.g., the "close readings" of the lovie ritics) and of auteur
analyses of bodies of work. BPoth critical approaches ca enefit from the con-
trol of genre study. It seems undeniable that intrinsiq;ana%ysis of many films
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4
must evait some grasp of the f1ln's generic positioa. #s Leonard Meyer points
out in Emotion end Meaning in jjusic, the aesthetic situation demands some kind
of "prelimingry set” so that the spectator may generate the proper expectations;
and since generic response is largely besed on delayed, thwarted, and ultimately
resolved expectations, an acquaintance with the demands of the genre is essential.
A critic vho ignores the generic dimension of the f£ilm at hand risks unaontrolled
speculation and flatly vrong interpretations.

. Generic understanding is even more vital for auteur criticism, since, as
Raymond Durgnat points out there 1s the possibility that an auteur may simply be
vorking in & "collective" style. Originality is one of the unspoken assumptions
of" auteur criticism, and in determining originality, context is all. It seems
essential for the analyst of a2 Hollywood auteur to locate the genres he wvorks in
and construct some historically specific morms for them. Given the "bound“ con-
ventions of the genre et the moment, one could plot the suteur's deviations from
the norm--the additions, alterations, and exclusions vwhich reveal his idlosyn-
cratic style and vision. One could, for instance, examine Preston Sturges'
1941-194% comedies in the context of Tom, Dick, and Horry (1941), Hellzapoppin
(1941), Ball of Fire (1941), Here Comee iir. Jo Jorda_n_(rHQ 1), Talk of the Town (1942),
I married € Witch (1942), Heaven Cen Wait (1983), The More the Merrier (1943),
Argenic and 01d Lece (1944}, and similar films; then the characteristic screwball-
comedy conventions Sturges selects end his deftness at exaggerating and burlesqu~
-ing them vill come into focus. Iilo artist cen work completely apart from some
tredition, and in Hollywood, genre 1s about the only tradition artists have.

If ve can analyze the relation between the genre and the individuasl artist
or vork, ve can also analyze the relation between the genre and the audience.
But 1t 1s here that crude and unverifiable speculations have run most rife. Who
hasn't been tempted t0 assume & cultural Zeitgeist (e.g., & fear of the Ul in 1950's
America) and then read 1t back into certain genres(e.g., science-fiction of the
1950's)? (The Kracauer Fallacy.) In opposition to such theoretically unsystemetic
vegueness, two superd essay37 by John G. Cavelti emerge as highly valuable, if
tentative, explorations of the intricate relations between a genre and a culture.
Cawelti studies films not z2s ends in themselves but as clues to the functions
vhich mass enterteinment performs for American culture, He is well aware, though,
of the reductionism that hovers over such studies, andé the first section of e
The Six-Cun Mystique cobtains an excellent critique of simple determinism,
whethier Tainean (art reflects a soclety's life), Marxist (art expresses a soclety's
ideology), or Freudian (art reveals a soclety's collective draam). Cawelti is
rare among social scientists in recognizing art's multiplicity of appeal and 1its
essential differences from ortage. As a result, Cawelti offers "formula"
(vhat I have been calling the Sultural dimension of genre) as a "model for the
construction of artistic vorks vwhich synthesize several important cultural
functions vhich in modern cultures have been taken over by the popular arts"
(8-Gi, 31). He further meintains that the ritusl and fantesy aspects of formulas
can be studied as "game" and "dream" respectively. After analyzing the Western's
basic plot-structure and the relations among its characters, events, settings,
themes, and languege, Cayelti suggests that the Western 1s a three-sided ame
(townspeople, villain, hero) whose goal is “to resolve the conflict between the
hero's alienation and his commitment to the good group of townspeople” (S-GM, 72); -
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. that the Western also constitutes a social ritual, reconciling the tensions

betveen the value progress yields and the price it exacts by reaffirming “the
act of foundation" (73); and that the Western also represents a psychological
wishfulfillment, externalizing "the adolescent’s desire to be an adult and his
fear and hesitation sbout the nature of adulthood" (82)., Cawelti's hypotheses
assume in part that formulas are covert vays of .econciling basic contradictions
vithin 2 society, and that the repetition of formulas builds up 2 kind of
traditional manner of reliving this reconciliation. ({Hlere he is not far from
the myth-analysis methods of Levi-Strauss's structurel anthropology.) In
general, Cavelti's system is coherent and fits the data. However, his study
lacks concern for film as o distinct medium and & specification of the process
svhereby a culture's  preoccupations come to be expressed in formulas (though
‘Cawvelti hints at & "survival of the fittest" notion in his eXpleanation of the
‘Western's popularity). Moreover, he pays relatively little attention to a

“ formula's historial identity. Still, Cavelti's approach seems to me the most

potentially rich wsy to analyze the ties that bind & genre to its audience.

Both c¢ritical and cultural inquiries into genre, as I have reiterated, need
t0 be qualified by the genre's historical dimeusion. Why do genres persist
through. time? How do genres arige? Do they mature and die, analogously to -
biological organisms? How do genres mix? How are they transformed into new
genres? Why do genres appear at certain times and Places but not at others?

1 am far from offering satisfactory enswers to such Questions, but I offer one

. model) of generic phases and levels.

It 1is rare for an artist to invent a genre (e.g., Poe's virtual invention
,0f the detective Btory), usually the genre springs from some source in real life
or popularrentertainment. The Western issues prigally from Vestern history,
secondarily from Western dime novels, paintings, songs, photographs, and Wild
Vest showsh the musical £ilm retains feirly obvious ties to vaudeville, Broadway,
and folk opera. We must not eXpect the genre to correspond to real life, since
usually some rudimentary conventions come into Pley almost from the gtart. When
these conventions crystallize into a recognizable, recurring format, the phase
of formalization and codification appears. Although the conventions may be
similar for the genre's manifestations in various media, the film student should
ook for the specific strategles by which cinema selects and treats the con-
ventions. For example, hov do film-musicals uniquely handle the relation of
music and dance to the narrative pattern? It may be, as Bazin suggests, that
only the cinema can 4o justice to the Western, but this proposal needs to be
supported by detailed comparison of Western films with Western novels.

By the time the genre is formalized, artists begin to use 1ts conventions to
express their own visions, and the generic possibilities fan out into progressively
greater differentiation. This 18 the start of the typical dialectic between
theme and variation, norm end deviation, convention and invention. This activity,
vhich tends to break into period end cycles, usually takes place vhile the routine
repetitions of the generic formet keep rolling on. Eventually & fourth stratum
of activily may commence: the meking of films which break espart generic conven~
tions and force us to reflect on the genre itself {e.g., Une Femme Est Une Femme,
Alphaville, Bonpie end Clyde). These last three stages, needless to say, can
coexist and will be limited by external conditions and shaped Dy internal changes
in generic norms. . /
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+ French critics talk casually sbout the “evolution” of genres,B but the
kinds and causes of genre change require much more research. I am not sure
vhether genres can entirely disappear, considering the two astonishing
reappearances of the sangster film (circa 1960 and 1967); perhaps a notion
of confluent genres hest accounts for phenomena like the transformation of the
gangater film into the G-man film of the later thirties end into the spy-film
and film noir of the forties and fifties. The causes of genre change are
various: a nev style (e.g., the return of fast cutting in the 1960's), new
stars, nev directors, technological changes, industrial Lhanges (e.g., the
Hays code), and societal changes. Again, 1t is the historian's job to account
for the genre's development as precisely and fully as possible within the
given context. /

Two further approaches offer fascinating possibilities fo: genre study.
Since a genre is a symbol system, it would seem accessible to semiotic analysis,
which would put the vhole question of convention and deviation on a far more
rigorous basis than herctofore. o less exciting would be atﬁempts to define
a genre 1in structuralist terms. Although this approach uould result in & squash-
ing of the genre's historical dimension, the resulting inferences could offer
valuable insights into the underlying structures of a society's mythology. In
short, serious consideration of genre is just beginning, and, if carried out
systematically and precisely, the quest for the aesthetic, histerical, cultural, _.
and archetypal dimensions of £film genre can be enormously ﬁewarding.

LRy !
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HETAPHOR IN FILl

Noel Carroll : . . '
fiew York University

It 1s important for film theoreticians o isolate and to deacribe the baaic
elenenta of cinematic expression. Thia 1S not to aay that all films must be
emotionally or intellectually expresaive. Rather, many films ave expresaive.
Hence, it ia ¢rucial ta determine how they are expressive. Horeover, thia taak
13 fiot evaluative, but descriptive. . e, 8 ;

I - ., "

> One aspect of expressiveness ia communication. Among the formal vehiclea
of expression available to cinema for the communication of information and emotion
are certain tropes which are analogous to literaty figurea of speech. For
example, we see a close-up of a men's face, and inaert of a revolver, and a close~
up of 8 woman screaming. An event, a murder, is depicted to &an audience through
the representation of discrete phases or parts of that event. To repreaent 8
whiole, in literature and rhetoric, by an invocation of ita parta ia to adopt
the figure of apeech of .synecdoche. Thua, there is a mode of ahooting and editing
film that ia atrictly analogous and perhapa in some aenae 2ven equivalent to
the rhetorical trope of synecdociie. We may say, in fact, that there ia a
cinematic trope of synecdoche which enabled or facilitates the communication of
' information through film. It is a linguistic unit of a filmie language. It ia
a8 formal vehicle of expresaion.

Given the fact that there are cinematic tropea that are analogoua or even
roughly equivalent to literary tropes, we can iormulate a reaearch program which
will enable film theoreticians to diacover aome of the baaic elements of cinematic
expression. That is, we know a certain liat of rhetorical tropes. We can regard
that list as an hypothesis for discovery. We select a literary trope, say
synecdoche. Then we turn to film to find its analogue. In this way the film 7
theoretician can use the list of rhetorical tropes, known to acholars, as a
-working hypothesis for the discovery and description of a certain set of basic
_elements of cinematic expression.

This premised, let us test our claim. letaphor is a trope of written and
spoken language. Given the strongest 'statement of the above hypothesia, it
should also be a trope of a filmic language. Thus, it is to the point to 1)
demonstrate that metaphor is an element of.cinematic expression and 2) to
illustrate how metaphor functions 88 a formal vehicle of communication in film.
That is, we ‘must isolate and describe the uses of metaphor in film. ,

Propaadeut.. a discussion of metaphor in filu is a discussion of metaphor
_in more rhetorica. forms. tletaphor is the comparison of two objects by means

of identification. ‘New York is a jungle' is a metaphor. Here, 'New York' is
identified with some jungle in order to compare certain aspects of New York with
aspecta of a jungle. Metaphor is characterized by the use of the word 'is' for )
purposes of couparison. Hetaphor achievea comparisons by maling putative
identifications. . "

—~

1

33




28

. Counterpoised to metaphor in language 1is simile. The trope of simile
compares two objects by use of the words 'like’ or 'as.' 1In language, we are
able to discriminate between the tropes of wetaphor and simile. Thus, we should
be able to discriminate bétveen instances of metaphor and simile in film 1if the
strongest statement of our initial hypothesis is true. HNevertheless. such a )
discrimination is not as easy as it may appear:. For, in general, we determine

~ whether a given trope in language is a metaphor or a simile on the grounds of:
“JAts “semantical components. If the word 'is' is used, it 'is a metaphor. 1If
Y'like' or 'as' - a simile. But in film we-lack such semantical components for
'film states its comparisons in a visual ratiier than a verbal medium.  Hence,

* 1f we are able to isolate metaphors in film we must be able to establish some

basic difference between metaphor and simile beyond the identification of certain

semantical units.

‘For this reason, let us suggest that there is a functional difference between
metaphor and simile in language. ’'The Empire State Building is like a mountain.’
This 1s a straightforward comparison. But consider the statement 'The Empire
State Building is' a mountain.' How does this differ from the former simile?

The idea, stated as a simile is true. But the same idea states as a metaphor 1is,
strictly speaking, false for it claims the Empire State Building 1s identical with
a mountain. The simile purports an outright-comparison and is true. The metaphor
is a covert comparison, but, as an outright claim of identity between two
disdimilar objects, it is false.

We, of course, waut to say that in some sense the claim that the 'Empire
State Buildingris a mountain' 1s true. But to ascertain that sense we must ask
what ‘the statement weans. This asked; we say it means the building is like a
mountain. ' . '

Here it is important to regard our responses to metaphbr and simile. Our
response to the simile, if any, 15 'how is the building like a mountain?’ Qur

response to the metaphor, if any, is 'what does it mean?' After we learn what is °

meant then.we are in a position to ask 'in what ways is the Empire State Building
like a mountain?' Thus, one can say that similes and metaphors differ in regard
to clarity where clarity is explicated in terms of truth value. Parenthically,
similes are contingently true or false, whereas metaphors, in principle, ‘are
always, strictly speaking, false. This difference, moreover, provides grounds -
from which we are able to discriminate a functional difference between similes and
metaphors. lietaphors are suggestive. They imply cowparison covertly and
implicitly. Similes are explicit. They make forthright comparisons. Thus,
metaphors suggest comparisons whereae similes present comparisons outright.

Siwilies are apparent comparisons. Their intellectual visibility is high..
Two separate objects are presented individually for comparison. There 18 Yo
confusion over the identity of each object. Turning from rhetorical languages
to film, we can readily ascertain instances of similes in film. 1In OCTOBER,
Eisenstein cuts from a shot of Kerensky to a shot of a statue of Napcleon..
Kerensky is like Napoleon. The two flanks of the comparisom are presented
individually. The comparison is straightforward. In FURY, Lang cuts from a )
crowd of gzossiping women to a flock of hens. In MOTHER, Pudovkin cuts from a

A
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political demonstration to an jce flow. ‘These are similes. Each object to be
considered is presented to the attention individually. Each object maintains
its gelf~-identity. Similes might also be achieved via split 3creens. Editing
i3 not the only means by which cinema can enunciate similes. In fact,similes
can occur in single frames as in SPIONE where the dead Haghi lies beside a
collapsed toy spider. Yet, all these instances remain cases of similes. For in
. all our examples, two distinctlobjects, via certain editing and shooting
styles, akre presented individually to our attention for the purnose of comparison.
We compare two objects eaék of vhose individuality is unquestioned.
. L
Given the functions]l discrimination between metaphor and simile, we can
begin ro look for instantes of metaphor in film. The purpose of metaphor is
to suggest comparisons. But npt.all suggested coqparisona will be metaphors.
In.Lubitach’'s PASSION two executive scenes at opposite ends of the film are
shot from the same overhead angle. This similarity in shooting wuggests a
comparison of the two events. These sequences of<shots, though they suggest a
comparison, do not represent a case of metaphor, howevar, because they do not
.employ identification to suggest comparison.

e

- ¢ 'Ine above explanation illustrates how one can establish that a given .
sequence of shots is not & metaphor. WNow we must consider how ome identifieces
-two dissimilar objects as the same object. That is, we must consider how \

metapiior is achieved in £1ilm.

. Let us begin with examples. Both the creators of and the commentators on
THE CASINET OF DR. CALIGARI describe the thrust of the fi{lm metaphorically.
Somehow, CALICARI is taken to state that authority is made or suthority is
insane. Hans Janowitz, the co-author of CALI , was an Expressionist poet
whé, according to Siegfried Kracauer, bélievéd that ‘this new medium (film)
might lend itself to powerful poetic revelations.' Janowitz approached film as
a means of propegating images resonant with meaning and implication. The image
he produced wes CALIGARI. It was an image meant express 'authority is mad.ﬂ
The intent of CALIGARI was metaphoric. This intent was articulated by the
representation of an authority figure. wio is a madman. Caligari, the
paychiatrist and the master of Caesare, is himself insane. The audience obgerves
that the self same man vho represents authority s also mad. Authority and
madness are identified in the game character. The visual data of the film
implies an identification of authority and madness. That is, the man who
represents authority is the man we observe performing acts of homicidal insanity.

1
We can observe the same strategy in operation in Lang’s first two llabuse
filne. ifabuse 13 a master of disguise.. lisbuse 1s a stock speculator, but he
18 also a master criminal. In the course of the films he adopts successive
disguises. He becones a pambler and-a pscyhiatrist. Since the self-same man
who is the gtock speculator is the man vho is the gambler and the psychiatris:
we are entitled to draw the following metaphors from the visual data of the
£iln~ 'The stock speculator is a gambler' and “'The stock Speculator is a
psychiatrist.’ That is, the visual data of the film implies an identification
of dissimilar social types. The meaning of the identification, moreover, "
1s comparative. Lang claims that a stock speculator is 1ike a gambler and like
# psychiatrist., Likewise, the Yiaual data of CALIGAR! claims that suthority
*resembles homicida mania in its lack of restraint.,

.
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The Labuse case shous that cestuming can be a means for achileving metaphor
in films. For costuming, especially disguise, can suggest the ldentity of
different social types. Examples of this abound in Roger Corman's film GAS.
GAS 1is a film respendent with metaphoric structures. The very form of the film
is a movement from-metaphor to metaphor. An example of the costuming variety
of metaphor occurs in the case of the uniform of the football captain wsrload.
The premise of GAS 1s that everyone over thirty has died. Only the young
survive, We follow the.exploits of one band of youths in this new world. At
one point, this band of youths encouuters & band of heavily armed marauders.
These marauders are dressed in football uniforms. They have shoulder pads,
jerseys, etc. The leader of the marauders wears & football helmet and shoulder
pads, but also German army jodhpurs, Hessian boots, and a long, black leather
Luftwaffe jacket, and he carries a riding crop. Thus, the visual data of the
"film implies a metaphor - 'the athlete is the soldier' or parhaps 'the athlete
1s the officer.'

Costuming aside, the Mabuse case illustrates further depths of cinematic
Metaphor. liabuse, the stock speculator, is a criminal. Criminal behavior 1s
identified with the social role of stock speculator via the character of liabuse.
'"The stock speculator 15 2 criminal' 1is the central metaphor of the early Mabuse
films. The means of identification rely on the attribution of a behavior set
appropriate to a criminal to a stock speculator. Two dissimilar ideas are
super-imposed in the single person of Mabuse. Every action of the criminal 1s
an action of the stock speculator Mabuse. The stock speculator 1s the counter-
feiter, for instance. Thus, the criminal and the stock speculator are
ideniifed.

Mabuse represents a paradigmatic case of film metaphor. At the game time,
however, 1t gerves 8s a clear-cut paradigm bceause 1t 1s a hyperbolic instance
of metaphor. That is, it maintains a strict, literal fdentification of stock
speculator and criminal throughout the film. It does this by centering the
meétaphor In the personal identity of liabuse. The 1dentification of the criminal
and the stock speculator is maintained unequivically throughout the film. For
every act of the criminal and stock speculator 15 an act of the self-same person.

lost instances of film wiétaphor .are not instances of strict identification.
Rather than strict identification, most film metaphors do not identify every
aspect of the two objects they compare. iiost film metaphors are cases of what
might be called toplcal identification. They maintain lduntity Letsreen thelr
objects of comparison only in virtue of certain aspects.

An example of topical identification can be found in Lang's YOU AND ME.
The 3 :ene Involves a salesman demonstrating the use of a can opener to a customer.
As the salesman goes through the series of hand wovements required to operate
the can opener, we realize he is going through a set of motions used in opening
a gafe. Thus, we derive the metaphor 'a can opéner is a safe.' This 1s a
topical metaphor. It is also analogous t~ what 1s called a metaphor of sensation
in literature. 7That is a metaphor which compares objects or our sensations of
objects. 'The moon is a ghostly galleon' or 'Your eyes are azure pools' are
literary metaphors of sensations. T.e¢ purpose of such metaphors derives from

o
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the artistic drive to establisn order in experience. ‘w2taphors of senzation ere
found in fine art as well as literature. ..odern eXamples abouund, for instance,

in tue work of tlie Surrealists as well the Cerman “Xpressioalsts. Such metaphors,
moreover, may be articulated in film as well as literature and fine art. )

An especially rich source of topical metaphors in film is the abundance of
metaphors of sensation in Awerican silent comedy. In OJE WEEK, for instance,
Buster eaton detaches the railing from the front porcit of the hiouse and then
leans tlie railing against tie Liouse in order to climb into & second story window.
flere, 'the railling is a ladder.' Or again, in COLD RUSit, Chaplain Ferves a boot
to .iax Swain in tihe cabirn scene. 7The nalls of the boot become bones while the
laces are eaten as though they were noodles, tiere we have a seriesiof metaphors—-
"tne boot is a chicken,' ‘the cobbler's nails are bones,' and 'the Boot laces are
noodles, ! E

We nave been able to distinguish between two types of metaphor on the basls
of the categorles of strict and topical identification. Thourh these categories
differ in their ontology, they ar: 1somorphic in thelr methodolosy. Thus, 1f
we can isolate the methodology of both these categories of metaphor ve vwill answer
the question of how metaphors are =chieved in film.

In CALIGARI, metaphor was achieved via the attribution of maniacal behavior
to an authority figure. Analogously, metaphor in MABUSE rides on the attribution
of criminal oehavior to a stock speculator. In YOU AKD lE, behavior apPropriate
to opening a safe 1s applied to the manipulation of a can opener. In GAS a foot-
ball captain wears militray parapneralia. To accentuate this last metaphor, the
football captaln also directs military operations in the language of foo v 12ll
thus enhancing the degree of 1dentification between the soldler and the athlete.

JABUSE, CALIGARI, GAS, YOU AND HE. Each of these 1s a case of a strict
or toplcal identification. Waat principle binds these instances tofether? The
answer 1s that eacn of these cases 1s an instance ¢f visual and/or aural
substitution., Observable criminal behavior 15 substituted for the behavior of
a stock speculator in ABUSE., Pieces of military repalia substitute for football
regalia in GAS, Again in GAS, military language is substituted by football
language. In CALIGARI, observable insone behavior substitutes for the behavior
of an administrator.

From thie above, we may postulate that metaphor is aciileved in filmg via
visual and/or aural substitution. .iietapuor is the comparison of two dissimilar
objects by identification. Two objects are identified in film LY the substiturion
of visual and/or aural aspects of une object for certain aspects of another object.

!
Tais premised, we can begin to explore the rance of cinematic metaphors,
In this way, we can test our crit' "i:n and also illustrate the extegt to which
it 1s an effective tool for icol; 4 cinematic metaphors.

A relatively recent example of an instance of fiJm metaphor occurs 1a the
famous eating sequence in TG JOWES., Here, Tom and a lady sit at opposite ends
of a table. They begin to eat. Thelr eating manner is very lascivious., They
end tieir meal running to the bed room. The visual dzta of the film implies a
metaphor. iamely, 'Eating is foreplay,' or perhaps 'Lating 1is sex,’' This metaphor
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18 achieved by a substitution of the libms.and bodies of Tom and his lady with
tie animal limbs and bodies of the meal., Put unother way, this substitution
involves the substitution of normal eating behavior bY sexual behavior.

An analogous metapuor occurs in BLOW-UP. Here in the well known Verushka
sequence, the act of photographing is equated with intercourse. The acting
style of the scene implies tihe metaphor 'pnotorraphing is intercourse.®' This 1is
an instance of topilcal identification. It 1is achieved by the substitution of the
penls by the camera as a probing instrument. Via iduntification of two dissimilar
experiences through visual substitutions Antonionl compares photography and love
making in respect of the probing and exploratory qualitles of tiese endeavors.

Anotuer recent example of metaphor in film occurs in PERFORMANCE. Here.
metaphors figure importantl, in tue thematic import of the film. The visual
mechanism for these metapihors involve the use of small wirrors. &4 mirror is
placed on James Fox's chest and a woman's breast 18 reflected in the mirror. Like-
ulse, a mirror 1s placed on Fox's face., A woman's face 1s reflected in the mirror.
The woman's face substitutes for Fox's face,just as hetr breast substitutes for
his breast. The force of these metaphors 1s to be read in the context of the
film whose theme 1s the zffirmation of unisexuality. The two motapnors cited
iterate this notion in tuat viaz the substitution of male anatomy with female
anatomy tney purport 'tie man 1s a woman.'

Tha above examples lean iteavily toward visual substitutions. For an example
of a metaphor that relies on aural substitution we need go no further than the
recent film EL TOPO. 1In tne fourth part of EL TOPO, E1 Topo encounters a2 towm
that 18 ruled by fa: bourgeols women. They have, however, the voices of men.
Thelr own volces pave been substituted with men's voices on the soundtrack. This
dubbing procedure yields = metaphor -~ 'The women are men.'

A final example of metaphor can be found in von Sternberg's JET PILOT.

Here, we have a scene in wilch a male, American zirman and @ female Soviet ailr-
woman are flying next to one another in jet planes. They can speak over their
radios. On the sound track we hear the man and woman talking to one another.
Their talk could be that of lovers., They boti compliment one another., Some -of
their dialogue has sexual associations {e.s. the Soviet woman tells the man
'you're fantastic' after a particularly daring maneuver). lieanwhile, the two
airplanes themselves are golng through a series of complex and beautiful maneuvers.
The planes pursue one another. They do 'flip-flops' over one another. They
pursue: they pull back. They weeve in and out of one aonther's path. The
planes, 1In fact, become substitutes for .he unseen bodies of the actors whose
-volces we hear on the soundtrack. The planes court and make love to each other
as the voicesr on tne soundtrack do likewlse. The Soviet and fmerican flyers
are their jets., The visual and aural data of the screen ylelds s metaphor ~
‘Fighter pilots are machines.'

The above examples should establish that there are metaphors in film.
Furthermore, these examples should support the claim that visual and/or aural
substitution 1s the index by which we verify an instance of metaphor in film. If
substitutisn 1is the indicator of film metaphor, however, a question arises.
warnely, why 1s substitution an appropriate indicator of metaphor?




must avait some grasp of the film's generic position. +s Leonard Weyer points
out in Bmotion and ﬂeaning in Music, the aesthetic situation demapds some kind

of 'preliminary set’ so that the spevtalur may generate the propér expectations;
and since generic resvonse is largely based on delayed, thwarteé and ultimately
resolved expectations, an acquaintance with the demands of tgéfcenre is essential.
A critic vho ignores the peneric dimension of the file at hand risks uncontrolled
speculation and flatly vrong interpretations.

Generic understanding is even more vital for guteur criticism, since, as
Raymond Durgnat points out there is bhe pessibility y that an auteur may simply be
vorking in a "collective"' style. 0r4ginality is ore of the unspoken assumptions
of auteur criticism, and in determ;ning originality, context is all. It seems
essential for the analyst of a Ho)llywood auteur to locate the genres he works in
and construct some historically specific norms for them. Given the "bound™ con-
ventions of the genmre 2t the moment, one could plot the auteur's deviations from
the norm--the additions, alterations, and eX%clusions which reveal hig idiosyn-
cratic style and vision. One;could for instance, examine Preston Sturges'
1941-194 comedies in the context of Tom, Dick, and Horry (1941), Hellzapoprin
(19%1), Ball of Fire (1951), lere Comee ix. Jordan (1951), Talk of the Town (1942),
I merried a witch (1542), deaveR Cen Wait (19%3), The More The vlerrier (19%3),
Arsenic and 01d Lace (194%), and similar films; then the characteristic screuball-
comedy conventions Sturges selects and his deftness at exaggerating and burlesqu-
ing them ill come irto focus. ilo artist cen vork completely apart from some
tradition, and in Hollyvood, genre is about tThe only tradition artists have.

If ve can analyze the relation between the genre and the individual artist
or vork, uve can &lso anzlyce the relation between the genre and the audience.
But it is here that crude znd unverifiable speculations have run most rife. Who
hasn't been tempted to sssume a cultural Zeitgeist {e.g., & fear of the U in 1950's
America)} and then read it back into certain genres{e.g., science-fiction of the
1950's)? (The Kracauer Fillacy.) In opposition to such theoretically unsystematic
vegueness, tvo superb essay57 by John G. Cavelti emerge as highly valuable, if
tentative, explorations of the intricate relations betueen a genre and & culture.
Cavelti studies filme not as ends in themselves but as clues to the functions
vhich mass entertai.ment performs for American culture. He is well awvare, though,
of the reductionism that hovere over such studies, and the first section of
The Sixz-5un lfystique contains an excellent critique of sitiple determiniem,
whether Taincan (art reflects a society's life), Merxist (art expresses a society's
ideology), or freudian {ert reveals a soclety's collectave dvaam). Cawelti is
rare among social scientists in recognizing art's multiplicity of appeal and its
essential differences from reportage. As a result, Cavelti offers "formula”
(vhat I have been ~alling the cultural dimension of genre) as a “model for the
construction of artistic vorks which synthesize several important cultural
functions vhich in modern culrures have been taken Over by the popular arts"
(s-Gif, 31). He further mainteirs thet the rituel and fentasy aspects of formulas
can bte studied as "game" anc 'dreem” respectively. After analyzing the Western's
basic plot-structure and the relations among its characters, events, settings,
themes, snd languapge, Cawelt! suggests that the Vestern is & three-sided game
(tounspeople, villain, hero) vhose goal is "to resolve the conflict betveen the
hero's alienation and his commitment to the good group of townspeople” (S-Gi, T2);
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that the Western also constitutes & social ritusl, reconciling the tensions
betwecs the value progress ylelds and the price it exacts by reaffirming "the
act of foundation” (73); and that the Western also represents a psychological
vishfulfillment, externalizing "the adolescent's desire to be an adult and his
fear and hesitation about the nature of adulthood” (82). Cavelti's hypotheses
assume in part that formulas are covert ways of reconciling basic contradictions
within a society, and that the repetition of formulas builds up a kind of
traditional manner of reliving this reconciliation. (Here he i: not far from
the myth-snalysis methods of Levi-Strauss's structural anthropology.) In
general, Cawelti's system is coherent and fits the data. However, his study
lacks concern for film as & distinct medium and a specification of the process
vhereby a culture's preoccupations come to be expressed in formulas (though
Caveltl hints at & "survival of the fittest” notion in his explanation of the
Western's popularity). Horeover, he pays relatively little attention to a
formula's historial identity. Still, Cawelti's approach seems to me the most
potentially rich way to analyze the ties that bind a genre to its audience.

Both critical and cultural inquiries into genre, as I have reiterated, need
to be qualified by the genre's historical dimension, Why do genres persist
through time? Hov do gehves ariset? Do they mature and die, analogously to
blological organisms? How do genres mix? How are they transformed into new
genres? Why do genrss appear at gertaln times and places but not at others?

I am far from offering satisfactory ansvers to such questions, but I offer one
model of generic phases and levels.

It is rare for an artist to invent a genre (e.g., Poe's virtual invention
of the detective story); usually the genre springs from some source in real life
or popular entertainment. The Wesbern issues primerlly from Western history,
gsecondarily from Western dime nove %, paintings, songs, photographs, and Wild
West shows; the musical film retaiaf'fairly obvious ties to vaudeville, Broesdway,
and folk opera. We must not expect! the genre to correspond to real 1life, since
usually some rudimentary conventionb come into play almost from the start. When
these conventions crystallize into & recéognizable, recurring format, the phase
of formalization and codification appears.” Although the conventions may be
similar for the genre's manifestations in various media, the film student should
look for the specific strategies by which cinema selects and treats the con-
ventions. For exsmple, aow do film musicals uniquely handle the relation of
music and dance to the narrative pattern? It may be, as Bazin suggeste, that
only the cinema can do justice to the Western, but this proposal needs to be
supported by detailed comparison of Western films with Western novels.

By the time the genre is formalized, artists begin to use its conventions to
express thelr own vislons, and the generic possibilities fan out into progressively
greater differentiation. This is the start of the typical dialectic between
theme and variation, norm and deviation, convention and invention. This activity,
vhich tends to bresk into period and cycles, usually takes place vhile the routine
repetitions of the generic format keep rolling on. Eventually & fourtn stratum
of activity may commence: the making of films vhich break apart generic conven-
tions and force us to reflect on the genre itself (e.g., Une Femme Est Une Femme,
Alphaville, Bonnie and Clzde). These last three . tages, needless to say, can
coexist and VIll be 1imited by external conditions and shaped by internal changes
in generic n. ms.
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French critics talk casually ebout the "evolution" of genres,s but the
kinds and causes of genre change require much more research. I am not sure
vhether genres can entirely disappear, considering the two astonishing
reappearances of the gangster film (circa 1960 and 1967); perhaps a notion
of confluent genres best accounts for phenomena like the transformation of the
gangater film into the G-man film of the later thirties and into the spy-film
and f£ilm noir of the forties and fifties. The causes of genre change are
various? ~a new style (e.g., the return of fast cutting in the 1960's), new
stars, neu directors, technological changes, industrial changes (e.g., the
Hays code), and societal changes. Again, it is the historian's job to account
for the genre's development as precisely and fully as possible within the
given context.

Two further approaches offer fascinating possibilities for genre study.
Since a genre is a symbol system, it would seem accessible t0O semiotic amalysis,
wvhich would put the whole question of convention and deviation on a far more
rigorous bpsis than heretofore. i'o less exciting would be attempis to define
a genre in‘structuralist terms. Although this approach would result in a squash-
ing of the genre's historicel dimension, the resulting inferences could offer
valuaple insights into the underlying structures of a society's mythology. In
short, serious consideration of genre is just beginning, and, if carried out
systematically and precisely, the quest for the aesthetic, historical, cultural,
and archetypal dimensions of film genre can be enormously rewarding.
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METAPHOR IN FILN

Noel Carroll

WNew York University -
It is important for film theoreticiana to isolate and to describe the basic

elenmenta of cinematic expression. This is not to say that all films must be

emotionally or intellectually expressive. Rather, many films ave expressive.

Hence, it 1s crucial to determine how they are expressive., Horeover, this task

is not evaluative, but descriptive.

One aspect of expressiveness 18 coumunication. Among the formal vehicles
of expression available to cinema for the communication of information and emotion
are certain tropes which are analogous to literary figures of speech, For
example, we see a close-up of a man's face, and insert of a revolver, and a close-
up of a woman screaming. #n event, a murder, is depicted to an audience through
the representation of discrete phases or parts of that event. To repreaent a
whole, in literature and rhetoric, by an invocation of its parts is to adopt
the figure of speech of synecdoche. Thus, there is a mode of shooting and editing
film that is strictly analogous and perhaps in some sense aven equivalent to
the rhetorical trope of synecdociie. We may say, in fact, that there 15 a
cinematic trope off synecdoche which enabled or facilitates the communication of
information through film. It is a linguistic unit of a filmic language. It is
a formal vehicle ¢f expression. .

Given the £4tt that there are cinematic tropea that are analogous or even
roughly equivalent to literary tropes, we can formulate a rasearch Program vhich
will enable film theoreticiana to discover some of the basic elements of cinematic
expression. That ia, we know a certain list of rhetorical tropes. We can regard
that list as an hypothesis for discovery. We select a literary trope, say
synecdoche. Then we turn to film to find its analogue, In this way the film
theoretician can use the list of rthetorical tropes, known to scholars, as a
working hypotheais for the discovery and description of a certain set of basic
elements of cinematic expression.

This premised, let us test our claim. lietaphor is a trope of written and
spoken language. Given the strongest statement of the above hypothesis, it
should also be a trope of a filmjic language, Thus, it is to the point to 1)
demonstrate that metaphor is an element of cinematic expression and 2) to
{llustrate how metaphor functions as a formal vehicle of communication in film.
That is, we must isolate and describe the uses of metanhor in film.

Propaedeutic to a discussion of metaphor in film is a digecussion of metaphor
in more rhetorical forms, iletaphor is the comparison of two objects by means
of identification. 'New York 1s a jungle' 1s a metaphor. Here, 'New York' is
identified with some jungle in order to compare certain aspects of Hew York with
aspects of a jungle. Metaphor is characterized by the use of the word 'is' for
purposes of comparison. Hetaphor achieves comparisons by making putative
identifications. '

i
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+ Counterpoised.to metaphor in language is simile. The trope of simile
compares two objecéh\;y use of the words 'like' or ‘as.’' 1In languape, we are
able to discriminate ‘between the tropes of metaphor and simile. Thus, we should
be able to discriminate between instances of metaphor and simile in film if the
strongest statement of our initial hypothesis is true. Yevertheless, such a
discrimiration is not as easy as it may appear. For, in general, we determine
whether a given trope in language 1s a metaphor or a simile on the grounds of
its semantical components. If the word 'is' is used, it is a -wetaphor. 1If
‘like' or ‘as' -~ a simile. But in film ye lack such semantical components for
film states its comparisons in a visual rather than 8 verbal medium. Hence,
if we are able to isolate metaphors in film we must be able to establish some

basic difference between metaphor and simile beyond the identificatinn of certain
semantical units.

For this reason, let us suggest that there is a functional difference between
metaphor and simile in language. 'The Empire State Building is like a mountain.'
This is a straightforward comparison. But consider the statement ‘The Empire
State Building 1s a mountain.' How does this differ from the former simile?

The idea, gtated as a simile is true. But the same idea states as a metaphor is,
_stricctly speaking, false for it claims the Lmpire State Building is identical with
a mountain. The simile purports an outright comparison and is true. The metaphor
13 a covert comparison, but, as an outright claim of identity between two
dissimilar objects, it is false.

] We, of course, want to say that in some sense the claim that the 'Empire
State Building is a mountain' is true. But to ascertain that senge we must ask
what the statement means. This asked, we say it means the building is like a
mountain.

Here it is important to regard our responses to metaphor and gimile. Our
response to the simile, if any, is ‘how is the building like a mountain?' Our
response to the metaphor, if any, is 'what does it mean?' After we learn what is
meant then we are ip a position to ask 'in what ways is the Empire State Building
like a mountain?' Thus, one can say that similes and metaphors differ in regard
to clarity where clarity is explicated in terms of truth value. Parenthically,
gimiles are contingently true or false, whereas metaphors, in principle, are
always, strictly speaking, false. This difference, moreover, provides grounds
from which we are able to discriminate a functional difference between similes and
metaphors. lietaphors are suggestive. They imply comparison covertly and
implicitly. Similes are explicit. They make forthright comparisons. Thus,
metaphors suggest comparisons whereas similes present comparisons outright.

Similies are apparent compafisons. Their intellectual visibility is high.
Two geparate objects are presented individually for comparison. There is no
confusion over the identity of each object. Turning from rhetorical languages
to film, we can readily ascertain instances of similes In film. In OCTOBRER,
Eisenstein cuts from a shot of Kerensky to a shot of a statue of Mapoleon.
Kerensky is like Napoleon. The two flanks of the comparison are presented
individually. The comparison is straigntforward. In FURY, Lang cuts from a
crowd of gossiping women to a flock of hems. In MOTHER, Pudovkin cuts from a

w
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political demonstration to an ice flow. These ake similes. Lach object to be
considered is presented to the attention individuallv. Each object maintains

its self-identity. Similes might also be achieved'\via spiit screens. Lditing

is not the only means by which cinema can enunciate‘similes. In fact,similes

can occur in single frames as in SPIOJE where the deAd Haghl liey beside a
collapsed toy spider. Yet, all these instances remainm\ cases of similes. For in
all our. examples, two distinct objects, via certain editing and shooting '
styles, are presented individuslly to our attention for the purpose of comparison.
We compare two objects each of whose individuality is unquestioned.

Given the functional discrimination between metaphor and simile, we can
begin to look for instapnces of metaphor in film. The purposd of metaphor is
to supggest comparisons. But not all suggested comparisons will be metaphors.
In Lubitsch's PASSION two executive scenes at opposite ends of \the film are
shot from the same overhead angle. This similarity in shooting \suglests a
comparison of the two events. These sequences of shots, though they sufgest a
comparison, do not represent a case of metaphor, howevar, because' they do not
employ identification to suggest comparison.

The above explanation illustrates how one can establish that a gilven
sequence of shots 1s not & metaphor. HNow we pust congidar how one identifies
two dissimilar objects as the same object. That 1s, we must consider how
metaphor 1s achieved in film.

Let us begln vith examples. Both the creators of and the commentators on
THE CARISET OF DR. CALIGARI describe the thrust of the f£ilm metaphorically.
Somehow, CALICARI ig taken.to state that authority is made or authority is -
insane. Hans Janowitz, the co-author of CALIGARI, was an Expressionist poet
who, according to Siegfried Kracauer, believed that 'th's new medium (film)
night lend itself to powerful poetic revelations.' Janowitz approached film as
a means of propagsting imasges resonant with meaning and implication. The 1image
he produced was CALIGARI. It was an image meant to express 'authority is mad.'
The {utent of CALIGARY was metaphoric. This intent was articulated by the
representation of an authority fisure. wio 1s a madman, Caligari, the
psychiatrist and the master of Caesare, is himself insane. The audience observes
that the self same man who represents authority is also mad. Autliority and
madness are identified in the same character. 7The visual data of the film
implies an identificacion of authority and madness. That 1s, the man who
represents authority 1s the man we observe performing acts of homicidal insanity.

We can observe the same strategy in operation in Lang's first two iabuse
films. Habuse 1s a master of disguise. iigbuse 18 a stock speculator, but he
is also a master criminal. 1In the course of tue films he adopts successlve
disguises. le becomes a gambler and a pscyhiatrist. Since the self-same man
who 18 the stock speculator 1s the man who is the gambler and the psychiatrist
We are entitled to draw the following metaphors from the visual data of the
film~ 'The stocs speculator 18 a gambler' and ‘The stock speculator is a
psychiatrist.' That 1s, the visual data of the film implies an identification
of dissimilar social types. The meaning of the identification, moreover,
is comparative, Lang claims that a stock speculator is like a gambler and like
a psychiatrist, Likewise, the visual deta of CALIGARI claims that authority
resembles homicida mania in its lack of restraiut.

\
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The .sbuae case shous that costuming can be a means for achieving metaphor
in films. For costuming, especially disguise, can suggest the identity of
different social types. Exsuples of this abound in Roger Corman's film CAS.
GAS 1s a film respendent with metaphoric structures, The very form of the film
18 a movement from metaphor to metaphor. An example of the costuming variety"
of metaphor occurs in the case of the uniform of the football captain warload.
The premise of GAS is that evQryone over thirty has died. Only the young
survive. We follow the exploits of one band of youths in this new world. At
one point, this band of youths encounters a band of heavily armed msrauders.
These marauders are dressed in football uniforms. They have shoulder pads,
jerseys, etc. The leader of the marauders wears a football helmet and shoulder
pads, but also German army jodhpurs, Hessian boots, and & long, black leather
Luftwaffe jacket, and he carries a riding crop. Thus, the visusl data of the
film implies a metaphor - 'the athlete is the soldier' or porhaps 'the athlete
is the officer.'

Costuming aside, the Mabuse case illustrates furthor depths of cinematic
metaphor. liabuse, the stock speculator, is'a criminal. .riminal behavior ig-
identified with the social role of stock speculator via the character. of labuse.
'The stock speculator is a criminai"’?s the central metaphor of the early Mabuse
£ilms. The means of identification rely on the attribution of a behavior set
appropriate to a criminal to ‘a stock speculator. Two dissimilar ideas are
super-imposed in the single person of Mabuse. Every action of the criminal 1s
an action of the stock speculator Mabuse. The stock speculator is the counter-
feiter, for instance., Thus, the criminal and the stock speculator are
ideniifed.

Mabuse represents a paradigmatic case of film metaplior. At the same time,
however, it serves as a8 clear-cut paradigm because it 1s a hyperbolic instance
of metaphor. That 18, it maintains a strict, literal identification of stock
speculator and criminal throughout the film. It does this by centering the
metaphor in the personal identity of Habuse. The identification of the criminal
and the stock speculator is maintained unequivically throughout the film. For
every act of the criminal and stock speculator is an act of the self-same person.

tiost instances of film metaphor are not instances of strict identification.
Rather than strict identification, most film metaphors do not identify every
aspect of the two objects they compare. lMost film metaphors are cases of what
might be called torical identification. They maintain identity between thelr
objects of comparison only in virtue of certain aspects.

The scene involves a salesman demonstratisg the use of a can opener to a customer.
As the sgalesman goes through the geries of hand wovemenls required to operate

the can opener, we reslize he is going through a set of motions used in opening

a safe. Thus, we derive the metaphor 'a can opener is a safe.' This is a
topieal metaphor. It is also analogous to what 18 called a metaphor of sepsation
in literature. That is a metaphor which compares objects or our sensations of
objects. 'The moon 18 a ghostly galleon' or 'Your eyes are szure pools' are
literary metaphors of sensations. The purpese of such metaphors derives from

An example of topical 1denc1f1cac1o£§can be found in Lang's YOU AND ME. .
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the artistic drive to establisa order in experience. lietaphors of sensation are
found in fine art as well as literature. iiodern examples abound, for instance,

in the work of the Surrealists as well the Cerman Expressionists. Such metaphors,
moreover, may be articulated in filn ag well as literature and fine art.

An eSpecially rich source of topical metaphors in film is the abundance of
metaphors of sensation in. American silent comedy. In ONE WEEK, for instance,

" Bugter Keaton detachea the railing from the front Porch of the house and then
leans the railing against the Louse in order to climb into a second story window.
Here, 'the"railing is a ladder.' Or again, in GOLD RUSH, Chaplain serves a boot
to ilax Swain in the cabin scene. The nails of the boot become bones wiile the
laces are eaten as though they were noodles. Here we have a series of metaphorg~=-

'the boot 1s a chicken,' ‘the cobbler's nails are bones,' and ‘the boot laces are
noodles.'

We have been able to distinguish between two types of metaphor on the hbasis
of the categories of strict and topical identification. Thouph these categories
differ in their ontology, they are isomorphic in .their methodology. Thus, 1f
we can isolate the methodology of both these categories of metaphor we will answer
the question of how metaphors are achieved in film. N ,

In CALIGARY, metaphor was achieved via the attribution of maniacsl behavior
to an authority figure. Aralogously, metaphor in MABUSE rides on the attribution
of criminal behavior to a stock speculator. In YOU AND i, behavior appropriate
to opening 4 gafe 1s applied to the manipulation of a can opener. In GAS a foot-
ball captain wesrs militray paraphenalia. To accentuate this last metaphor, the
football captain also directs military operations in the language of football
thus enhancing the degree of identification between the soldier and the athlete.

HABUSE, CALIGARY, GAS, YOU AND HE. Each of these 18 a case of a strict
or topilcal 1dent1ficatidn. What principle binds these instances together? The
answer 1s that each of these cases 18 an instance of visual and/or aural
substitution. Observable criminal behavior 1s substituted for the behavior of
a stock speculator in {ABUSE. Pieces of military regalia subatitute for football
regalia in GAS. Again in GAS, military language 1s subgtituted by football
language. In CALIGARI. observable insane behavior substitutes for the behavior
of an administrator. , N

From the above, Wwe may postulate that metaphor is achieved in films via
visual and/or aural substitution. iietaphor ia the comparison of two dissimilar
objects by identification. Two objects are identified in film by the substitution
of visual and/or aural aspects of one object for certain aspects of another object.

This premised, we can begin to explore the range of cinematic metaphors.

. In this way, we can test our criterion and also illustrate the extent to which
'it 1is an effective tool for isolating cinematic metaphors.

A relatively recent example of an instance of film metaphor occurs in the
fanous eating sequence in TO: JONES. Here, Tom and a lady sit at opposite ends
of a table. They begin to eat. Their eating manner 1s very lascivious. They
end tiheir peal running to the bed room. The visual data ¢f the film implies a
metaphor. Namely, 'Eating is foreplay,' or perhaps 'Lating 1s sex.' This metaphor
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is achieved by a substitution of tae libms and bodies of-Tom and his lady with
the animal limbs and bodies of the meal. : Put ancther way, this subatitution
involves the substitution of normal eating behavior by sexual behavior.

4n analogous metaphor occurs in BLOW-UP. Here in the well known Verushka
sequence, the act of photographing is equated with intercourse. The acting
style of the scene implies the metaphor 'paotographing is intercourse.' This is
an instance of topical ideatification. It is achieved by the substitution of the
penis by the camera as a probing instrument. Via identification of two dissimilar
experiences through visual substitutions Antonioni compares photography and love
making in respect of the probing and exploratory qualities of these endeavors.

Another recent exawple of metaphor in film occurs in PERFORMANCE. . Here,
metapihors figure importantly in the thematic import of the film. The visual
mechanism for these metaphors invelve the use of small wmirrors. A mirror is
placed on James Fox's chest and a woman's breast is reflected in the mirror. l.ike-

wise, a mirror is placed on Fox's face. A woman's face is reflected in the mirror.

The woman's face substitutes for Fox's face,just as her breast substitutes for
his breast. The force of these metaphors is to be read in the context of the
film whose theme is the affirmation of unisexuality. The two metaphors cited
" iterate thia notion in that via the substitution of male anatomy with female
anatony they purport 'tie man is a woman.'

The above examples lean heavily toward visual substitutions. For an example
of a metaphor that relies or aural substitution we need go no further thah the
recent film EL TOPO. 1In the fourth part of EL TOPO, El Topo encounters a town
that 1s ruled by fat bourgeois women. They have, however, the voicea of men.
Their own voices ihiave been substituted with men's voices on the soundtrack. This
dubbing procedure yields a metaphor - 'The women are men.'

1]

A final example of metaphor can-be found in von Sternberg's JET PILOT.
Here, we have a scene in which a male, American airman and a female Soviet air-
woman are flying next to one another in jet planes. They can speak over their
radics. On thi® sound track we hear the man and woman talking to one another.
Their tulk could be that of lovers. They both compliment one another. Some of
their dialogue has sexual associationa {e.g. the Soviet woman-tells the man
'you're fantastic' after a particularly daring maneuver). Meanwhile, the two
airplanes themselves are going through a series of complex and beautiful maneuvers.
The planes pursue one another. They do 'flip-flops' over one another. They
pursue: they pull back. They weave in and out of one aonther's path. The
planes, in fact, become substitutes for the unseen bodiea of the actors whose
voices, we hear on the soundtrack. The planea court and make love to each other
as the volces on the soundtrack do likewise. The Soviet and American flyers
are their jets. The visusl and aural data of the acreen yields a metaphor «~
'Fighter pilota are machinas.'

The above examples should establish that there are metaphors in film.
Furthermore, theae examplea thould support the claim that visual and/or aural
substitution is the index by vhich we verify an instance of metaphor in film. If
substitution is the indicator »f film metaphor, however, a question arises,
Namely, why is substitution an appropriate indicator of metaphor?
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The answer to tails question has to do with the mature of substitution.
Logically, substitution implies identity. We can substitute '1+1' with '2°
because the two quantities are identical. . letaphor claims an identity relation
between two dissimilar objects. This identity relation, of course, is not a
real relation but a claimed relation. As a claimed identity relation, metapﬁor
maintains the formal structure of a§ identity relation. Substitution presupposes
identity of some sort. Substitution, or at least substitution as it derives from
something like a lais of uniform substitution, implies some king of identity
relation such as metaphor purports. If two objects are identical, they cam bde

- substituted for one another. Likewise, parts of identical objects are

of a putative identification. And as such it can serve rs an indicator of film
metaphor.

fletaphor is a comparison tinat is achieved by identification. In film

aural and/or visual substitution 18 the means for suggesting identification.
That -13, aural and/or visual substitution is the means for both expressing and '
recognising metaphor in film. ) a

»

One objection to the above formulation must be considered.. A critic might
ay that in metaphor the meaning or significance of one object in the comparison
amplified or extended by the invocation of the other object of the comparison.

8. ‘England is a pit’ tells us something about England not about pits. The

metaphor is amplified. Consequently, ‘the formulation offered 1s inadequate
becaus® we have no way under its.aegis to unravel the significance or meaning of
a given'metaphor. Iiloreover, 1if we cannot read a metaphor, i.e. if we cannot
establish the meaning of a given metaphor, it is questionable as to in what
sense Welhave identified a putative metaphor.
Along with the above objection, a crizic of our formulation might add the
following, corollary argument. tle interpretated the eating scene in TO¥ JOHES
as reading as the metaphor ‘eating is foreplay.' A critic might ask why not
interpret that metaphor as signifying 'sex is cating.' Such a reading makes
sense for sex is like eating insofar as it is a function of appetite, instinct
and need. Thus, the critic again is asking, how LY the supgested procedure, can
we identify the sense of a given metaphor. -
In answer to the first arpument, it must be pointed out that metaphors
are actually comparisons. That is, metaphors must be explained Ly sipiles if
they are to state true propositions. It follows €hat any metaplior ’x is y°

amplify t..e” meaning of only one flank of the metaphor, that is a psychologlcal
fact about auditors of metaphors and not a fact-about the objective meaninq of

a metaphor. To say 'fighter pilots. are machines' is actually to claim 'fighter
pilots are like machines.' 'Fighter pilots are like machines' implies both
‘Machines are like fighter pllots' and 'Fighter pilots are like machines' because
resemblence 1s a transitive relation: The order of the comparison 1s irrelevant,
For the logical structyre of the meaning of a metaphor implies an amplification
of meaning to each wmember of the comparison. That people may read the

interchangeable. Thus, an instance of substitution is an appropriate indicator

becozes 'x is like y.' .ow, it also follous from the transitivity of resemblence
relations, that if x is like ¥ then y 1s like x. Theroforz, if metaphors generally

-
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significance of the metayshor only in onz direction is an irrelevant psyclholosical
fact tnat doss not witigate vhat tue metapaor in fact 2xpresses. lence, the
suggested method for isolating retaphor: in film is aot imperiled because it
cannot designate one arm of a metaplior as tae arm to be amplified because in
\ich wetaphor a priori amplifies both arms of the comparison.

{

Tue ansver to the 10l JOJLS argument follows from the above. ‘Eatine is
foreplay’ or ‘Fating is se:' actually mea.s 'Lating is like s¢x.' This in turn
iwplies ‘Sex 1s like 2ating.' Thus, again, we see tanat the failure of our
analysis to single out an amplified or inflected wing of any given metarhor is
not problematiec. .

If tiie albove is true, then our procedure for isolating metarhor seems
unproblematic, That is, we have established th:at there are metapiors in film.
..etaphors are comparisons of dissimilar objects via identification. 1in film, two
dissimilar ~btjects are identified via visual and/or aural sulstitutions. 1. s,
we are a.le to kn-w not only how metapuors funcrion in film, but also hou %o
identify 1nstances of film metapnors.

Tie ability to identify metaphor in film is of theoretical immort, It
provides a descriptive catezory by widch film theoreticians or crigics can
explicate a basic cinematic elzment of expression., Thus. the isolation of metaphor
as a basic film trope supplies partlal answers to questions like 'how is filn
expressive?' and 'hou 1s a piven film, x, expressive?’ I[ioreover,a.metaphor as
a descriptive catezory also provides a tool for understanding the cinematic style
of a siven director. 1hat is, important po rhe description of any director’s
style will be the degrz2e to which rhat director employs the trope of metaphor.

Of course, the same use of metaph r as a descrintive device aprlies to stylistic
variods, such as German Expressi.nism, as well as to the study of individual
directors.

In concluding, menti~ of Dr. Joha Kuiper’s vork on cinematic tropves must
be mada. Dr. Kuiper. 3- .15 doctoral dissertation on Eisenstein, Proposes a
criterion for metavrk. . in film, Lis formulotion, liowever, seems o Yely more
on the tandency *. .ae film viewver to renerate metaphers in his descriprion of
films rather . an on an observable system of audio- visual structures vithin <iven
filas, “.ac is. in terms .f nis analysis of metaphor, Dr. Kuiper's worl verges
on & variant form of an affective fallacy ratiier than zttendi.p to the specific
structure or arrangene.t of audlo-visual infoymation in films. The primary
advantage of our formulation of a criterion for metaphor in film is that we have
defined an obs»rvable =acayboric structurs in £ilp thar hinges solely on an
analysis of tue arrar~emenrt [ the gudio -visual data on the screen rather than
on tune mental or linguistic crforma:.:;e of the viever,
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A SOCIOVIDISTIC o~PF0ACH TO FILi4 COMUMICATION: THEORY, iETHOPS ANWD
SUGGESTED F1ELDHORK

Richard Chaifen
University of Pennsylvania

Intooduction

The general purpose of the following essay is to present a method for
the znalysis of filn conmunication based on the diwensions of social acti-
vity that necessarily surround the manipulation of a syrbolic envivoment,
and to sugsest the use of such a wethod on soue specific bodies of waterial,
Treating co.munication as social process, this essay proposes an analytic
scherne for the syscemacic study of s .ial behavior pericrned in the produc-
tion and reception of .essages in wode of film coumunication. In study-
ing th2 social organization around _.umaking, social activity is seen as
structured by specific characreris' .cs of the contexnt of the f£iln conmuni-
cation and as activity that actually structures a sitvation around it.

For the purposes of this cssay, we st initially consider the study
of Iiln in a broader context of huian.communication. Communication shall
not be considered as the study of infornation storage nor as the operation
of daca retrieval systems. uwoOre relevant is the lreatmeat of conmumication
as social activity; that is, as culturally structured behavior, prescribed
and rescvicted within sets of forwal and infornal social rules. Comrunica-
tion §f I[usther thoughe of as human behavior that aligas itself with certain
caten vies of subcultural specific norws, and as 'behavior that is divected
rore by social restrictions than Ly physical and/or technical liricvations,

In studying communication as social process, specific attention shall
be pai¢ to principles of .oclal organivation thac surround the use of the
medivw. Rather than giving priority to the study of the content and the
physical aspects of the produced filwm, more attention shall be given to
descriviag the iclationships between (1) different kinds of copsmunication
activity, or YEvents", (2) vavs of looking at such activity, or “perspect-
ives,” and (3) odservable constituents of such activity, or "Components"
(see pages 25-32)--all of which rale £ilu communication possible. Content
and structural qualities of the filus shall be discussed in relation to this
larger context of social Lehavior.

Two structuring processes are involved in the study of the social
organizacion surrounding the production of an actual -piece of filmn.”
Tracditionally, the social activity within the £il.'s content has been the
point of interest (Wolfenstein and Leites, 1950; lietraun, 1955). One objec~-
tive of the “ollowing schoue of study is to understand the relationships
between socio-zconomic characteristics and life-styles of the filmmaking
group and films that are p. duced by that group. Secoandly, this strategy
suszests the possibility that different forms of cocial activity necessar-
ily involved in producing a plece of filw communication evolve a social
sceucvure of thelr own., 1In efifect I an suggesting that in the process of
fil: cotmunication, two social siructures exist: one oxisting before &
fil. is wade and another evolving out of the filmmaking process.
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Uhen thinking of cormunication as interpretation and manipulation of
symbolic cnvironwents, we wusi {ocus more attention on the aocial aspects
that stvucture the use of syrbolic forms, rather than merely on the Syn-
taciic organization of the sy.Lolic forms themselvas, *he tgociovidistic™
approach that I am proposing shall be developed iu these texms.

I. Relevant Approachas to Conmunication Study

Filn has craditionally been studied within two contexts: film as art,
and filn a9 a rass medium: forwm: of education and/or eatertainnent. As with
othar nass media, film has Leen examined for Lts conteat and for its efiects.

The importance of effect studies is seecn in what Gerbner has called
“the tactical approach.” (1955) Katz and Larzarsfeld observed that ‘the
overriding interest of mass wedia research is in the study of effective-
ness of 1 ass wedia attenpts to influence--usually change--opinions and
attitudes in the very short run.’ (1955:1(-19)

Studias in content analysis have played an important part im conv.uni~
cation rescarch. Data and evidence are most accessible to the researcher
in terwns of tangiblé results of communications activity, re. transcribed
vords, letters, photographs, notion pictures, television tapes, etc.
In vhat I would call a "code {n content” approach. researchers have generally
ovartooked studying the contexzt of the coptent within a framework of a
cormunication process.

'

/ The gersuasion-effactiveness approach was followed by & functional
approach,  which "turned the question around from 'what do nedia do to
people’ to 'vhat do people do with redia.'" (Gerbner, 1965:2) The approach
that I offer treats the coatext bound relationships between people and use
of wedia as probleratic. UVhile study of media use and ¢he Interpretation
of wediated sy..olic enviromsencs is not new, a field approach to the obser-
vation of pecople actually in the process of wedia conmunication is relatively
rare {see Ross, 1952 Powdermakei, 1947, 1950). The concept of combining
ethnography and cousmunicationg reseacch becoues very important to mwy sugpested
wode of film study.

An alternative approach to this concentration on code and content would
seel: to broaden the pavanecers of what is considered a studiable elesment of
a cormunication code. As advocated by licQuail, more attention wmight be
paid to askin:;, questions “'abouc the cowplex pattern of interaction and inter-
dependence betveen individuals in a communications situation.” (1969:59)
ily emphasis is to work out a descriptive scheme Ly which, previously consid-
ered unmanageable social aspects surrounding the production and reception of
nessage forms mav be coded.

So far, I have suggested that studies of film, vased on film content
and subsequent effects, have tended to scgment the general process of filu
comnunication. Attention should further be paid to the neglected study of
the contaxt of the £ilr, cosnunlcation process. While a concept of context
reans differcat things to diffevent people, it is spccifically the task of
this essay to list and describe weaningful contextual items relevant tO the
analysis of any forw or coufiguration that a film communication process Lay
assue. It 1s significant to note that developrents in the fields of

D
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sociolinguistics (Hymes, 1%34; Fishnan, 1935, 1¢70; Bright, 1966), kinesics
{Birdwhistell, 1952, 1930, 1770), prexenies (Hall, 1936 Uatsom, 1971) and
rass connutiications research (Gerbner, 1966) are largely due to a greatey
~sareness 0Ll articulating a manageable schene of concextual variables, -

A. Review of the Filwm Literature

One assumption that a communications scholar wight pake 1s that the
l.terature on "film" can be treated as a source of infornation on ' fflm
coruunication." Examination of this assutption reveals that the theme of
“conmunication' is seldot; a conmon feature of the 'acadenice” and/or ''popu-
lac treatirents of film.3 An understanding and explication of film coun-
nunication as social process is seldom developed in these naterials. This
is got to say that filu has not "worked", or that f£ilwn producers should zead
articles on cowmunication, or that film has not beea successful in communical-
inz maay forms of inforwation. iy point ig that few authors have wsde serious
actempts to study che entiie process of people waking movies, the movies
themselves, and people sceing movies.

For ty purposes, there is one crucial flaw in the majority of fily,
literature, While Fili has been systematically and unsystematically investi-
cated by numerous workers and scholars frow varying ficlds and discipliaes,
che rajovity of such efforts have treated f£ilw as ' comi unications" rather than
‘conmunication.” llere I am calling attention to a discinction made by
Gerbner: ''The singular, cowmunicacion, connotes the unitary concept of process.
Conaunications tends to emphasize the pluralistic concept of a diversified
field, or the npultiple ingwedients of the process with enphasis on media,
chaanzls, nessages, ecc...,' (1900:6) While the study of filu conmunication
as process is not totally satisfactory for my formulations as stated sbove,
it doas provide a eritical point of distinction from other treataents and
approaches,

There has been a gensral negleet of treating filw as social process in
favor of exhaustlve studles of segnents of the filrmaking precess. One finds
adequate studies of (1) individual filmmakers, directors, producers, etc.;
(2) of individual, gnd groups of, “classie Lilwe; (3) films produced by s
particular country or historical cra; (4) filw content in terns of theres,
plots and character types] and (5) aspects of filw audience behavior, such
as aitendance figures and effecis studies. Other important areas of filu
study include film history, fila theory {aesthetics) and filu eriticisu,
each of which are seen to iInteract with the flve categories mentioned above.
Wy point is that these areas of interest may be restructured to develop a
greater understanding of "[ilt. as social process, vather than filwm as a
separate entity which necessarily neglects its position in a8 more general
process of ccmmunication.

In a8 further review of the filw literature, it is clear that few studies
have hHeen developed that treat f£ilw as culturally structured behavior. A
number ¢ content analytic studics initiated this approach, but this strategy
failed Lo generate nuch interest {(Metraux, 1955), Uanfortunately these studies
are usually restricted to analysis of the filne per se and some generalized
characteristics of the culture that produced the [ilms. Other eleunents of
the total process have been neglected and not treated as equally important
loci of socially "organized™ activity,
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One notable exception to this claim 1s the 'blo-documentary" film
research initiated by torth (1504, 1965), and the ilavaho Project {1966)
directed by Adair and Worth (1967, 1970, 1972). Generally speaking, this
vesearch strategy was to observe individuals as they made filmic statements;
to study characteristics of their soclo-cultural lLackgrounds; to analyze
their filus (a) in terns of their ways of syntactically organizing filmic
elerients, and (b) In relation to selected socio-cultural featuves; and to
relate audiences and reactions to shared or distinguishing background char-
acteristics.

iiy polat is that while sporadic treatment has been given to both of
these general approaches, no one has analytically studied film communication
from the combined perspective of "film" as social activiiy and as culturally
structured bechavior.

B. Film Qesearch and Lanfuate Studles

SPe”ificallyitWO bodias of literature have strrctured my approach to
filr: commun‘cation. Dell Hymes' approach to language study and Sol Worth's
contributions to an underatanding of £ilm as a cowmunication code as well
as a communicationa mediun. These two authors are greatly responsible for
the new perSpective that I offer--which might sppropriately be called "“socio~
vidistic." Thqug££tings of Hymes and Worth have related and shared several
luportant concepts .

(A) The utilization of a language paradign to understand oxtra-
linguistic behavior and to develop a wulti-modal approach to conmunication
activity.

(B) The treatment of '“codes in context.'

(C) The strategy of studying man's manipulation of symbolic forms aa
fundamental to all forms of huran comaunication.

Taking these writings separately, it is possible to trace parallel
threads of development through communication study and linguistica that
lead to a study of a corsunication code in a context of soclal activity.

C. Fil: Cowmunication and language ilodels

The suggested application of a linguistic paradigm to an explanation
of file communication IS not a new approach. Phiases such a8 ''the language
of fila'", "£ilwm syntax', ané "the gravmar of film" are common but loosely
used. Ag early as 1934, Sergei Elsenstein made frequent reference to “filw
laaguage.” 1In a 1944 essay, he compared the basic units of the two nodes
(language and film) by suggesting relationships such as the word: the 'shot™
and the sentence: the 'montage phrase." (1957:230) Since then other authors
such as Spottiswoode (1935), Uhitaker (1970), Lawson (19{4), Hodgkinson (19%5)
and Bazin) (1967) have workad on transferring the syntactic organization and
dynamics pf a verbal code fnto a visual one. At present it is very easy to
find exasjples of the "plctures are a language' approach in the popular liter-
ature on houe moviemakings and in the Kodak manuals on slide show production,’
liost of these attempted transfers have veen very incomplete, little more
than specudlacfon and seldom fully explained. As Worth points out, “Although
the tern grammar" has been used in connection with fili, it has been vsed
metaphorfcally, and no coheeive body of elements and operations has been foru-
ulated fror which rulse of syntax or use can be developed or studied.” (1963)
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Horth's early papers (194, 19565) struggle with legitimizing concepts
of "fil. language’ and visual language as he only .akes suggestive veferences
to discovering a film grammar. !orth initially worlks through a psychological
fram.e of reference, centering on problems of cognitive interaction. Eis
study of potential linguistic contributions leads him to state that:

. It is withia this linguistic and psycholinguistic
framevork that the hypothesis is advanced that f£ilm
can be gtudied as if it were the *'language” of visual
communication. {(1905:331)

in terms of the filwm-language discussion, Worth uncovers the following
questions when he assumes an “as if language' approach to film communication:

(1) uhat is the nature of basic units in the verbal and visual codes?
What ia the film code compensates for the finite quality of an “etically"®
derived systewn of sounds in spoken language?

(2) vuhat problems exist for the development of a notation system for
the coding of verbal and visval output?

(3) Can Uoam Chomsky's notions and definitions of “grasmatical” be
applied to film language? Are concepts of "native spealer” and "communi-
cations community' applicable to visual cncoders and decoder™?

{4) Uhat happens to a langue-parole distinction when applied to a
visual mode of communication?

(5) 1Is the competence-performance argument pertinent to analysis of
£ile: communication? Ave any other arguments in the linguistic literature
clarified when comparisons are made t¢o & non-verbal code?

It is important to realize that torth does not treat the idea of language
as a ‘model™ for film too literally. He insists on treating the relation-
ship as an analogy that can suggest fruitful cowparisons and lines of analysis.

Sensing the many shortcomincs to the literal treatment of film as
language, ilorth pre~directed his. research toward the developmeqc of a semiotic
of film rvather than continuing to stress the ''grammar of f£ilw' approach.

The decision to concentrate for the time being on
developing & semiotic rather than & grai.ar was made
because it seens nonsense at this stage of ignorance
to prejudge vhether filw communication should be
consideved a language in a forwal and serious sense.
The notion of a seniotic allows for the discovery of
linguistic~type rules for film organization and
inf2rence but does not preclude other less forral,
less cormonly understood, and perhaps diffarent,
patterns of use, (1955:11)

The value of this realization for the proposed analytic schese shall be
cleaver in the following pages.
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D. Concepta of Context in Filu Communication

If we agree that all codes of huran couiiunication use some system of
signs to create and r:anipulate syubolic environments, we must ask_what
aspects of this systen of signs should be examined. If we concentrate on
ran's uge of signs, we still are faced with decoding what "us2 entails.
Dor:aias of syntactica, semanticg and pragmatics represent three different
concepts of “use" and different concepts of context.

Worth's papers have paid varying degrees of attentioa to social context
but very little attention to constructing an analytic ascheme into which
contextual factors could be codified. While Worth has always atreasged the
fmportance of studying the process of film communication, aspects of the
psychological context of the process have received nore attention than the
soclal coritext of the communicationa event.® In Worth's later papers,
however, he points out that social context is crucial in the atudy of film
as g cormunicative coda--an investigator ghould know something about Havaho
culture and especially tavaho language while undertaking a study of Wavaho
filmaking., However, in general, Worth's Toncerns with cognitive interaction
and Whorfian determiniau have taken precedence to basic considerations of
the social context surrounding the communicative acts.

In 1968, Worth turns more attention to context when he explains the
nature of an 'ethnograpbic film* as "any filwm whose wakers or viewers intend
to uge it to study thke custous and peoples of the world.”

It would seem therefore that in order to know something
about eihnographic filma, we must exanine not the filma
primarily out'why they are made and how they are used...
We wmuat study the code within some specific functional
context. In our case it will do us no good to atudy
film qua film. We nust begin to develop the relationship
between {he £iln code and ita context within ethno-

) graphic research. (1968:3-4)

The proolematic area of context has always plagued the credibility of ethno-

graphic film. There has bech a determined avoidance of this asubject in the

neagre theoretical literacuive that does exist. .

Ylorth's positional statement i{s well put in a footnote in his 1970
paper ‘‘Development of a Semiotic of Film.”

0f course, the asocial, personal and cultuiral context
in which walking and viewing takes place must be taken
into account. iiy specific point ia :hat the SPECIFIC
aigns in a filo nust be determined before they can be
related to a context., A code always aexists within a
context, an¢ both wust be known belore theii inter-
action can be kunown. (1970:301)

This paper, r.ore than the others, comes closest to stating that a coniextual
franevors for studying a sign's use outside of its syntactic organization is
needed. This realization was inevitable. When working within a seuniotic
frane of reference one ust question the use and funttion of signs for their
users. This necessitates an understanding of the relationship between the

encoding and decoding (voth in paychological and sociological terms) of the filw

aigns and the socio-cultural context and physical enviroument of their use.
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II. Sociolinguistics and Film Communication ..

The field of sociolinguistics has emerged in reaction to certain
conceptual shortcomings and theoretical developments; namely, (1) a
maturing interest in the study of structure and form in language; (2) a
realization of the necessary interdependence of linguistics with other
disciplines; (3) a need for examining and accounting for extra-linguistic
phenomena; (4) a growing concern for studying the functions of language;
and (5) more attention to a new psrspeccive which "focuses on the integrity
of the verbal message as an act."’ (Hymes, 1968:35) This, in turn, demands
that attention be paid (a) to the structuring of the use of language forms;
(b) to integrating languaze and socio-cultural perspectives; and (c¢) to
treating the speech community rather than the individual code as the natural
unit of study.

One specific point deserves further attention. There has been & grow-
ing concern in anthropological methodology and in language study for the
consideration of texts as situated in contexts. Interpreting “text" broad-
ly, an) form of mediated and coded symbolic behavior may be studied--be it a
native's verbal report of an event, myth or kinship system or an &n ‘hro-
pologist's film of a Navaho shaman in a curing ceremony. Attention’ to the
nature of the mediation, in terms of contextual variables, and codsideration
of the 'text" as "code’ naturally leads to an analysis of '"'codes in context.”

The most important reason for studying the development of a unified
approach to language study and the development of sociolinguistics is in the’
realization that it treats one mode of communication--speaking--in the way
that I propose to study film communication. :

Whereas Worth has aided my understanding of film as a communicative
process, essentially one of human activity (not mere technological manipu-
lation), Hymes has contributed to wmy organizational abilities in describing
the position of a communicative mode in its social context.

In the paper, "Functions of Speech: AR Evolutionary Approach” (1961)
Hymes develops the notion of ''speech habits” and "linguistic routines.’
It becomes evident that when we study speech as non~random patterned acti-
vity (behavior that is situated and partially controlled by social context),
societies differ in the content of equivalent routines and in the kinds and
numbers of their routines.

The nature of speech patterning, as well as its cross
cultural variations, can be brought out by considaring
four aspects of it: (1) in terms of the materials of
speech, there is a patterning of utterances in discourse;
(2) in terms of the individual participants, there is a
patterning of expression and interpretation of person-
ality; (3) in terms of the social system, there is the_
patterning of speech situations, and (4) in terms of
cultural values and outlook, there is the patterning

of attitudes and conceptions about speech. (1961:58)
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If we look at the social system of the behavioral
activity involved, we can see it as a network of
interaction in situations of behavior settings,
and can discover related patterns of speech. For
example, societies diffgr in the settings in which
speech is prescribed, proscrived, or simply
optional. (1961:50)

The concept of a mode of communication as situated activity, carrying '
different behavioral formulas cross-culturally, is very important to the
proposed study of £ilm communication.

Hymes proposes a way to understand and :ompare these patterns by describ-
ing a "set of factors whose interrelations may serve to describe its pattern
of speech activity, and so provide a basis for comparing the functions of
speech in different social -situations.”" (1961:60) I shall not stress functional
conmparisons in my analytic scheme. However, the basic requirement of extract-
ing a 'set of factors" {(later called 'components'') plavs an important role
in sociovidistic description and analvsis.

In Hymes' 1962 paper, ''The Ethnography of Speaking,'” he further develops
the notion of a paradigmatic approach to the study of speech behavior which
requires "discoveriug a relevant frame or context, identifying the items which
contrast within it, and determining the dimensions of contrast for the items
within the cet so defined.” (1962:18) After reviewing the study of speech
in cognitive and expressive behavior, he concludes that "analysis of the
role of speech in cognitive behavior leads into analysis of the ethnographic
context of speech.” (1962:20) A parallel argument can be developed for the
contextual study of film in native behavioral settings.

Hymes continues by outlining a descriptive framework that he intends to
treat as a series of questions rather than as an imposed system. The sug~
gested framework for the analysis of the ethnographic context of speech
concentrates on discovering and describing (1) speech events, (2} the consti-
tuent factors of speech events, and (3) the functions of speech. In this
more fully developed treatment, the factors, now also called "components,’
arsz listed as (1) a Sender (Addressor); (2) a Receiver (Addressee); (3) a
Message Form; (4) a Channel; (5) a Code; (6) a Topic; and (7) a Setting
(Scene, Situation). (1962:25) The reader i£s asked to see Section III of
this paper for my adapted scheme.

Hymes also lists and describes seven broad types of functions corres-
ponding to the sgvan types of components listed above.? The 1ist of compon-
ents is suggested as a heuristic framework; questions are to be asked of
relationships between components and between components and associated
functions.

More importantly, Hymes calls attention to the concept of 'rules of
appropriateness.’ The notion of appropriate behavior can be applied to
either linguistic code or social code. This is very important when some
form of communicative performance is being studied, Ilymes cmphasizes the
need to discover patterns of distribution and orgaunization of the suggested
components that are appropriately used in speech events. This necessitates
the study of co-occurrence of factors, as possibly being obligatory, or
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optional, or structurally excluded. 1In such a way, speaking, as a system,
may be described.

From an ethnographic point of view, the discovery of
such rules of appropriateness...is central to the
conception of speaking as a system. One way that
patterns of speaking constitute a system is in
virtue of restrictions on the co-occurrence of
elements. (1962:28)

It is interesting to note that in 1962 Hymes only makes a parentheti-
cal reference to an analysis of a "communicative' event: '"(In discussing
. it, I shall refer to speech and speaking, but these terms are surrogates
for all modes of communication, and a descriptive account should be gen~
eralized to comprise all.)" (1962:24)
4
Hymes' 1964 paper, "Foward Ethnographies of Communication,® makes it
clear that he Is concerned with communication events. This paper is extreme-
ly important for my purposes because, for the first time, it formally unitas
the concgpt of ethnography with the study of communication. This combinacion
has contributed heavily to my coaceptual formulations of a sociovidistic
approach.

The descriptive and analytic scheme is further developed to suggest
.that ethnographies of communication be guided by the study of rour aspects:
(1} the components of communicative events, (2) the relation among components,
(3) the capacity and state of the components, and (4) the activity of the
system so constituted.

Emphasis remains, however, on the study of speech. Interestingly
enough, when Hymes does mention the study of media (citing non-ethnograph-
ically based references as McLuhan and Carpenter (1960) and McLuhan (1964),
he notes the "tendency to take the value of channel as given across cultures,
but here, as with every aspect and component of communication, the value
is problematic and requires investigation.' (1964:25)

Hymes' suggestion and challenge that modes other than speaking can be
ethnographically studi{ed has not been met. The proposed sociovidistic
framework for describing and analyzing film as a mode of visual communication
is one attempt to answer this challenge. No one is contributing to film
communication study what sociolinguistics has offered to language study.

. It remains the central task of this essay to build on the theoretical

foundations presented in the previous pages. More specifically my intention

- is to develop a theory and complementary methodology to facilitate the
systematic analysis, of film, a#s a communicative code, within its social
context. If, as I claim, there is an importance to the convergence of
specific trends in both language and communications study, then the pro-
posed theory should be able to uncover and successfully answer new questions--
important questions about human communication that have previously been
overlooked. Hercin lies Lhe major contribut.on tuv what Worch and Hymes
have called "codes in context."
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‘The projected result of such an inquiry is to make wmeaningful con-
clusions about the following questions:

(A) What social relationships in the context of film communication mean-
ingfully separate one "production genre'" from arother?

(B) 13 there a difference between the fiim products and the production
styles of the different "communication communities" that have been studied?
By what cricerion can the label "same" and/or "different" be used?

A further question that must be dealt wich involves the nature of the
relationships between film production style, film content and the socio-
cultural and life style characteristics of specific groups of filmmakers.

One gserious problem to be faced inikially is how one can talk about sSuch
relationships. Ways of discussing, and procedures for deMkning such relation-
ships are not well developed at this time.

T1X. Toward & Sociovidistic $cheme of Analysis

While this is not the time to develop a complete theoretical organi-
zation of the field of communication, I feel that some statement which
situates the domain of my work in relation to others is necessary. I have
made innumerable references to "film communication," tacitly stating that
"£ilm" and “communication’ can and do denote arnd connote different things to
different people. Therefore some explication of my use of these terms is
necessary in light of a larger contextual scheme which encompasses "commun-
icacion,” "language,"” 'modes,” "codes," and "genres.”

Within the field of communication it is possible to speak of systems
of communication and their associated areas of scudy, such as kinesics,
proxenics, tacesics, linguistics, etc. On this level, I am primarily
concerned with the study of visual communication.

tithin the study of visual communication, which includes photography,
painting, graphic arts, sculpture and forws of telecommunications (such as
live television and v1deotape), I am specifically working toward a clarifi-
cation and amplification of "vidistics." As defined by Yorth, vidistics
treats film "as if it were the 'ianguage' of visual communication, and as
if it were possible to determine the elements and to understand the logic
of its structure." (19656:331)

When studying film as a central concern of vidistics, we mest take
into account the existence of dfﬁ{erent "types' of filws. We hear and
see references made to feature filwms, "art" films, industrial films, edu-
cational films, undergrour! films, family f£ilms ("home movies") and docu-
mentary films, to mention only the most common varieties. Within the
documentary fraome of refereuce, we can speak of interpretive films (in
the Grierson school), ethnofilm, cinéma verité, direct cinema and bio-
and socib-documentary, again only to mention a few.

The mere fact that I am able to list thesce varictice of £ilm begs the
question of the natura of distinguishing characteristics. By vhat criteria
have these types of filwm been established? Is there a tacit agreement among
some group that different codes are involved? Do configurations of social
participation and activity make the difference? Are functional relationsh.ps




the distinguishing factor? Or, perhaps a combination of these three
explanations will clarify che problem,

The study of vidistics can be treated from two perspectives.
Vidistic phenomenon can be described as film codes; the internal structural
rules are the unit of analysis. In another perspective the same material
can be treated and organized as "film communication genres' when the
external sociocultural rules are the dominant unit of analysis.

While speaking of the ''visual mode of communication," I shall consider
the concept of "film'" as one that encompasses a variety of communication
“"codes.'" My central concern is to demonstrate that a concept of film code
is meaningless when it ig isolated from consideration and analysis of
social context. This unified perspective of code-in-context shall define
and structure the lowest level of my projected organization--that of "film
genre," .

Hy approach to an understanding of the genre level will be to describe
genre as a pattern of relationships between film communication EVENTS, fjilm
cormunication PERSPECTIVES, and film communication COMPONENTS. The specific
relationships can be suggested by the use of two lists of contextual items
that appear below. It should be kept in mind that Events, Perspectives
and Components are proposed as 2 means of description., The relationships
between the following two lists are meant to be suggestive of potentially
distinctive characteristics and will enable the analyst to iaolate one
genre of film production from another. It is thus proposed that all forms
of "film genres' may be located, described and meaningfully distinguished
by the patterns of relationships that result from describing film Eventa
in terms of Perspectives and Components.

The descriptive framework is to be organ;zed as follows. Three
categories of film compunicaticn Events, namely (A) Planning Events, (B)
Filming Events, and {C) Exhibiting Lvents are to be cross-referenced with
six categories of film cormunication Components, namely (1) Participants,
(2) Setting, (3) Topic, (&) Message Form, (5) Code, and {(6) Auxiliary
Chaunels. Each category of Event is to be examined through two Perspec-
tives: one of Preparing To (do the event), and another of Preparing The °
{event itself)., All of these categories shall be explained shortly. ’

e, {lL.refore, have thrce terms which we will be using: EVENIS, PER_,
SPECTIVES AWD COMPONENTS. Events will be described in terms of Components
from two Perspectives. The resulting description will define a GENRE,

It is further proposed that each film communication case study be
examined through this framework. The framework seelts to account for analyz-
able social factors that surround all filmnaking activity. In past research
somc of thase factors, either rypes of components or events, have not been
recognized or considered "were’ context. The lists of contextual items
described in the following pages attempt to account for all forms of social
activity across all 'produciion genres.” Forms of social activity performed
in Hollyvoond and backyard filrisaking must be accounted for.

In part, the purpose of sociovidistic fieldwori: {s to evaluate and
test the appropriatencss of these components and events as I look for the
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contextual boundries common to all film production. Furthermore, the
purposes of developing such a framework are, first, to establish boundries
on the variapility of each coutextual icem; second, to provide evidence
for a non-random discribution of the behavior of each component within
ecach event of the particular film production under investigation; and
third, to provide a structure amenable to comparative results.

The framework that I have suggested essentially outlines the descrip~
tive task of a sociovidistic field study. The Events, Perspectives and
Components deserve some fur‘her explication (see diagwamonpage 13).

Events, and Perspectives are to be conceptualized as follows.

A Film Communication Event is a conceptual unit, described in terms of
Components, in which some form of film production activity is the central
organizing concern. The spate of activity is seen to include all forms of
mental, physical and social performance present in various forms of film- .
making ‘production. This broad category includes,in Worth's terms the
FCg and FC, phenomenon as well as ledrning how to use & camera and’ 'going
to the movies.' Events are to be primarily conceived of as social activity
that is regulated by normative behavior. Events are further understood as
examplés of culturally structured behavior, governed by sets of prescriptions
and proscriptions. What may and what may not be done within filumalcing
events should be anhalyzed so thiat what can and what can not be done with the
available technology can be placed in its proper sociovidistic context.

I propose that all such activity and behavior that I am-caliing

“Events' can be organized into the categories outlined below.

1. A Planning Event is any activity in which & person or persons formally
or informally decides what to record and how to record it in motion picture
images,

2, A Filming Event is any activity in which a person or persons puts .an
image on film by using a motion picture camefa. A Filming Event takes
place {n two major ways.

2A, A Filming: On-Camera Event. is any activity performed by'a
person or persons that takes place in front of an operating
motion picture camera.

2B, A Filming: Behind-the Camera Event is any activity per-
formed by a person or persons behind the camera and talking

or not taking responsibility for the camera while it is
recording images. .

3, An Exhibiting Event is any activity which occurs after the Fihning
Event in which film i{s to be shown in any way.

Each of these categories of Events should be examined through two
perspectives of Preparation.
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The Prepare To perspective concentrates on socio-cultural aspects of Event
preparation, that is, on the social activity that surrounds the actugl y
planning, Cilming and exhibiting per se. This context-affiliated perspective
examines social behavior external to the f£ilm product.

The Prepare The perspective concentrates on analyzing the structural arrange-
ment and re-arrangement of symbolic material. This is a code affiliated

perspective that examines the rule-like behavior ¢pnsidered internal t¢ the
film product. . .

Ly

Scheme of Events and Perspectives
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[>> The PREPARE TO Perspective -

(ﬂ> The PﬁEPARE THE Perspective .

As I have indicated, ecach of these events and perspectives can assume
a wide variety of forms (arrangements of components), -They cannot be fully
described, however, without reference to each, or at least several, of the
following six categories of components. )

- 1., The component Participant involves anyoie who participates in any
activity for which the major concern is producing a specific film, There-
fore, included in this category are the actual f{lmmakers, actors {(includ-
ing animals), audience members, observers {such as ”participant-researchers"),
sponsors, friends, relatives, gang members, church leaders, ‘'social workers, etc.

2, The component Setting describes actual times and places of the Zvents
‘and Persgpectives.
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3. The component Topic, as a catepory, contains inforrtion on £ilm content.
Responsge to th  guestion, 'what was the filwm about' m¢st be answered by

both the opserved and the researchers. The “observed' category includes

peonle listed wn the Participant cowponent for a specific film. '
“. The component pizssane Forw refers to "style.’ Ar "y style reference
is made to "habits" or “routines” (such as always star.ing a sequence with
an establishing shct, followed by a two-shot and then a close-up, or editing
out any shot *hat has 2.y camera movement in it) or "fashions of showing”
(such as always producing a cohercni logi:al sequence cather than a fast cut
ontage of quick shots jumping from place to place). Thus, particular, con-
sistent and patternad ways of shooting a scoune or a consistent, patrerned
manner of editing are appropriate material for this category.

—t

5. The component Code describes the clevents or units that define the
narticular style. Whereas the siuyle is likely to be noticed ana discussed
first, the codu will only be mencioned when one is asked to differen.iate
onz style from another.

This use of “code’ consists of more than syntaciic elements and their
arrangznents.:d Code also describes social elements when they are codeable,
For instance, one might describe people always facing the caw~ra, people
always wearing new clothes, or simply, people appeuring in every shot (as

opposed to not appearing) as appropriate socsal uniis of cthis component.

5. The component Auxiliary Channels desccibes any ~s2 of communicative
channels that are either heavily ralied upon, substituted for, imitated, or
used in association w. th che file channel. Examples include the drawing of
pictures in a planning event {sucY as a storyboard) or pictures with word
balloons to actually be in ihe povie. Information on (a, the use of verbal
coumunication, still photography and/or television as a template for how

a film is made, or (b) a reliance ou words, gestures and/or nusic falls
1ato this cateogry. The —se of auxiliary ciannels musc bz studied in the
gsocial organization surrounding the £ilm's waking as well as the syntactic
organization of the film's conscruction,

in dealing with Events and Perspectives, we ca owbine them in what-
ever uay tney happen to be used by a speci® .¢ filmm. .ng group. For example:

1. Ona can Prepare to Plan n1s well as Prepare the Plan., The forner might
daseribe the {rmation of a ‘ilrmaking club with officers, dues, ete in
orda vo iegin to make a novia; the latter minht describe the proced. e by
which an individual or group structures and/or chunges a script through the
use of drawings, writings, ratking ir%o a tape recorder, cuc.

2A. One can Prepare (o Film in the secnse of Preparing to Be-On-Camera, ov i
in the sense of Preparin. the Beinpg-On~Camera event. [xamples of the

former -~lude renhearsing scenss with or without dialogue, learning how co

act, . latter right escribe the building of the set, applying

make - merely telling people to stand facing the camera.

28, M2 w.an Prepare to Fi'lm also 1n the sense ¢f Preparing to be Behind-the-
Cauiera event. Behavior appropriate to the forwer category would inciude
deciding whe will shoot the filis, who will malie the lighy meter readings or

. _ i :}
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set the linhts, etc. o. praccicing wich the equipnent as in a series of
“dry ruas.'  Iwawples or the lacter include loading the cawera, setcing
the proper f-stops ¢y Jrawing oui the cavera noveuencs,

J. Juci as one can zoopare to Filw:, one can also Prepare the Filiw., This
catesory wight dasceoidbe daveloping the fil (eicher in 2 lab or at ho e),
adicing and/or re~eci:tin_ the fili., syncing the sound with the fili., atc.

3. 0One can Prepare to Sxhivit the {ilw and one can Prepcre the Exhibition,
For instance, descrieoing the procedure by which peoplz are selected and
invited co see a particular film, the types of activity chat accomnpany ai,
exbitbicing event (such as having dinner) etc, are exauplaes of the foraer
cacegory, The latrer cacegory is exemplified by descyibing the tice 8ad
seteing of a particulas exhibition, the placewenc of chairs in certain loca-
tions, che way the filn will be spliced together if ip breaks, ecte.

I: should be noticec that che Prepare To and the Pzepare The perspec-
tives are suglested as ways of locating certain relevani pieces of behavior
and activity. Thoey ave presented as ways of nost clearly seeing the social
aspeccs of a filw communication process. It is noi sugsested that each aal
every category will be relevant to, ov even appear in, each case study.

The proposad relationships are noc to be thought of as cells that wust be
£illad, This frameworl: presents categories that will conuribuie co a cou-
paracive ceudy of diffevently orjanized filuwaking procductions.

'435 aa <xanple of how I plan to use t'ese terns, le: us for a woment
co.pare a prssivle snnenvers School £ilm production (e graduate school of
contunicativns study) wich tha: of a possible Howe ilovie production along
the proposd framewors of Events, Perspectives and Jowponents.

iv zerms of Eveats, ve sce several major diffeveaces. The Planning
eyent .eceives the najority of attention in an Aanenvarg production, whereas
this evenc is noticeably ne_lected in the procuciion of a Home kovie. That
is, Annduderg coudents nay spend half or more of :heir total allotted pro-
cuction cime in sowe foyn of Plamning activity; Home liovie Planning usually
cons1ses werely of puschasing the coriect type of £ile at the drug store
and va.embering vo poc che canera ouc. On the othér hand, the Exhibiting
event La a Home jiovie produccion is the activity chat receives the most
actencion; in the Ann2acars production the sawe evence veceives the least
atcaation. '

I: ter.s of the Filiiauwg event, anoichas yeciproral relacionship appeaxs.
in ¢h2 Auneaberg produccion, ceunirval atiention is paicd co the Behind-the-
Caers aztivity; Home iiovie waling ewphasizes on-caneva activity.

Iz tezws of,difi2veac ecphases on preparavion, the Annenberg pattewu of
proeduccion stro -~ prepaviag the plan, prepaving to be behind-the-camwera
and pranaring .ae fili., Cne thz other hand, Homé liovie production empha-
sizes psepailing vo be on-cgi.era and preparing to crai.if,
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Progross in che scudy of sociovidistics rests in the abilicies of
conunication vesearchess to sysconatically gacher ccalextual forms of
inforravion and data that have praviously been overlooled. An anthro-
solocically based metho! of pavtizipanc obsccvacioa .ust ve the privavy
zaseacch scrategy. In the coacluding section of this essay, 1 shall suiges.
& saviys of puidelines for such work.

1V, Sociovidistic Researeh and Fieldwork

initial concevrn :ust be paid to looking [or sroups of fil:s and theiv
associaced “film comwunicacions coumunities.” By this I mean scudy should
e uace of (1) the people rasponsible fov¢ pavticular {ilu productions, (2)
ch‘ azcual Filus that weve peoducad, and (3) sauples of audiences chat ciidher
{il. s vere wad. lor, oc, people who othervise vecanc audience uenoers fov
52 specific filis, Attewpiing to define the pra.ecers of pacticipation
spa cific filr: con:wnicatioa productions should be stressed., Secondly,
orphasis rust be placed on incejrating certain social and physical chavacter-
ics suggested by the sociovidistic analytic schane.

In some cages, it ray ve possivle to vegonscruct he relevant kinds of
infortatcion on participation, social activities, incentions, reactions, etc.
vhrougn examples in che literacure, or through a scries of structured inter-
vicws, The sociovidistic descreiptive scheme could sewve as a guide in such
an approach. It is wy fecling howaver that, in wosc cases, this epproach
uill aoc e feasible. The reader will recall my earlie: rerarks concerning
whe lach of ethaog.saphically based studies of liollywood film production
activity. On thx othec hand, this stratngy may be uell suited to an invesi-

asacion of the home wovie production gfenrz

An altevaative strategy vould be to desige a participant observer
athocology that would study specific forms of cornmunication behavior
operative in the filrmauing process. *lichout interzupting the process, or
causing irreparable behavioral change, it should ba possible to gathar
relevanc sociovicistic data by oLsciving people as they plan, make, and see
wovias.

neaders will vealize chat at present, adolescount filumalking is a conmon
anu popular activity., Iy is recornized that i che last decade thewe has
puca a Lranenc?us growih of ceenage filmmaking i the Uniced States and
Geeal Breicain,

-~

A Fevw of tha filuwaking projects in this couniry that come iumediately
0 nind inciude Laison' wouh with Puerto Nicaus and blacks un the Lot r Ease
sidz2 of ow York (Larson and licada 1270, Larson 10?1,, Robbin's projaci wvith
slaclke Lo Richmoad, califeraia (Robovin J.va)’ Haskins' project with the
12vh and Qufowd Strocts blacl youtt in 'oxnh thiladelphia; Smetzer's Los
Anz2les shudy of Chicanos as Casa Liavavilla (Sasitzer 1971); and the Boston
Pu.iic Livraiy speusored filim vith Zast Boston Italian youth (Morghy 197C),

The fact iz, hovever, that few, if any, of thasc prujects vere designed
te svvve cescasch needs siriiar to those I have pronosed. It is equally
vfue chat Few, if any, of che [ilm productions ov fili. products have been
analyzad in wvays i hat I have suzgesced. This poinc becowe more interescing
sihen we vealize that in peny casces the primary purpose of osganizing a

4




filunaking project has been cv srovide a socially attractive activi;ji The
projects have been socially notivated and justified by social explanations.
ity point is that none of these productiouns have becen observed or studied
frot: a cowrunications perspective--an gpproach that seelis to utilize these
social fouudatiouns.

The fact that such a larfe anount of filumaling exists a9 an on-going
activity provides us with a fertile field of sociovidistic data. Easily
accessible research sites onist in

(1) home movie waking activity;

(2) high school filiualiing classes:

{3) adolescent ghatto filuwnaking projects;

(&) college and gracduate school filw production courses; and
{5) "“independent,® low budget, feature fili. productions.

Another altevnacive strategy would be to actually gererate a “"file-
walilay project™ with a specific gioup of people, or within 2 specific
coumunity of special iatervesc. Uowth's 1u-Jtocumentary ggﬁgareh“tﬁéhniques
(19L4) have been desigoed with chis objective ia ndnd: tiove specificslly,
this approach offers individuals ihe techiiical auiliiies end materials to
wake filwic statements ayout thenselves. florth aad Adair's collaborative
affort with a group of on-veservation llavaho Incians (15°7, 1970, 1972) is a
direcc rasult of applying bio-documentary vechniques to the study of film
as cross-culiural communication.

Simultaa(eously Worth urced his students to investigate the possivilitias
of conducting field tvesearch on local sub-culiural populations. This work
was initiated on a small geoup basis vather than with individual filosiakers.
achtenberg's study of blacik tecnagess at the Tabernacle Church in West
Philadelphia (Achtenbery, 197; Stoddard, 1957; Gilber, 1987). Waterhouse's
vorlt with upper-uiddle class ;irls attending the Shipley School in Phila-
delphia (Yaterhouse, personal cormunication), Smetzei's projects with a
acoup of yourg Chicanos in Los Angeles (Cmectzer, 1271) and my work in South
Philadelphia at the Houston Secilement Housz are all products of this
stirulation,

I¢ is within this contexc of work that, in 1959, 1 initiated a 3-year
fil.. rescarch progvan at the Philadelphia Child Guidance Cliunic (Chalfen
and Haley, 1971). Funded Ly the :Jational Institute of ilental Health, primary
oo ectives of this pros-am were to have groups of adolescents, differing
iy sex, class and race, nake their own movies, Fach frovp was to conceive,
shoot, edit aod sound tracih a l5um black and whiie £ilw on any subject of
tnei. zhoosing. The nmajo. stipulaition was that they had to wake the movee
25 a coopecative ~;oup efiort, rake group dacisions on vwhat the filw was
about, vho was o be in it, who was to shoot it, who was to see it, etc.
hy funcoion in these projects has been to instruce the young filnmakers in
technical watcers while naking a determined efiort o neither siructure the
counteni nor the counstruvce of their films.

. ephrasing thie rescarch in terms of socio-docuwentary’ methodolozy,
.eaningful cross group cifferenzes have begun to ererge in acveas of (1)
prefevred shooting locations, (2) preference for pariicipating either on-
caiera or bshind-the-cavera, (J) behavioral prescreiptions and restrictions
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for gicher on-camera or iGehiud-the«camera activity, (4) degree of story-
line importance, (5) resiviccions on who may Gecome an “official" vs,
, spnofficial’ participant, (0) appropriate topics and themes for the filr,
' 7} the iuportance of a ‘message' ia the film, and ({) specific audiences
i selectad to gee or nol co see the finished fil.:. It should be noted that
these areas of comparison only becane evident afver categories of socio-
vidistic description weye ouganized.

Conclusions

I have proposed a sociovidistic framework for the description and
analysis of film communication {i‘om a social activiiy point of view. It is
legitinate at this point co ask what wy results shall contribute to an
uaderstanding of film ccumunication, what can be gained from the material I
have proposed to study, and what is the value of such an effort.

1& must be borne in wind that cthe proposed worl: iz not an experinent
in any forual sense. nesults of ¢his work nay or may not lead to research
conducted under cxperimental conditions. That is not my concern at the
woment. However, I iatend o think of the proposed study as nore than an
azploratory effort or a “fishing expedition.'” I have specified a framaework
of Events, Perspeciives and Corponents which I feel is worth “testing.™
By 'resting" I mean: applying the theoretical constiucis of the suggested
sociovidistic approach to specific instances of filimaking and film commun~
icatioa. The question then leccomes, how well does ths proposed fraceworlk
account for specific ac:ivity and behavior that actually does oc “ur when
people make ané¢ lool: at wovies. What kinds of new questions are ve for ced
to ask as a result of this new perspeciive?

Another important reason for the davolopment and dernonstrated applica-
tion of thc propojed Iranework {s that it shall provide a basic foundation
for future work. “Investigators shall have a tested theoretical and analyti-
cal base for applications in other arecas such as cross wmedia analysis,
¢ross cultural comparisons and cross mode cormunication.

This essay has outlined the devel~muent of a theoretical scheme fo
the systewmatic obs.rvation, description, and comparison of a forr of commun-
ication in a way that has never been done before. The proposed study is
primarily a descriptive effort that shall test a scheme of conceptual un.ts
that define comwunication as a social process. However, the purpose of
descripiion ghould e wora than list making and catejorization. ilore iwpor-
tantly, formulation of catesories, relationships and patterns should gen-
erate velevant questions that have' not been askaed before. It is further
hoped that such q estions way be applied to aveas beyond the fumediate
interesc and scope of [ili, nanely to the study of a conmunication Process
ia genecral,
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TCOTHOTES .

See Holsti (1929) for nethods in content analysis. In many exsmples of
content analysis, cescavchers seek to learn something about senders

and vecaivers of messages froam what they have left behind (see Kracauer
1249 and Wolfenstein an Leites 1947). A reconstiuction process takes
place not too unlilie sore archaeological methods, which, as In “"the
ridden theory,” beliaves that ‘you are what you throw away.'

See.Wright (1959, 1914).

The writings of CZisenstein (195?) and Bazin (1967) are good examples of
this point.

The literature on vhat uight be called a Ysociology of film' provides
a good exawple. This literature usually selects one portion of the
tetal file communication process, which musc include filmmakers, filis,
and the film audiences. The other aspects are ignored.

In The Sociolosy of Film Art (1955), Huacec analyzes film contenc
with lictle reference to filomakers and “no infoimation' on filg
aucience; Hayer's Sociolozy of Film (1945) concentrates on the effects
of films on childien as audience; Kracauer'’s From Caligari to Hitler (19‘7)
1gnores data on reaccions by Cerman audiences; 'olfenstein and Leices’
theratic analyses appeawing in hovies, A Psychological Study (1950)
~nly mat:es ‘‘gresses™ about movie wakers and audiences® and other studies
by Bateson, Dclo, Gorer, Weakland and olfenstein (in Mead and iletwvaux,
165¢) generally concentvate on analyzing the film product in various
content analytic scheces. These studies vepresent product-centered
analysces which neglect nuwerouvs components of £ilm as a communication
prncess.

..:e majority of woik mentioned above has dealt with films after
they have been produced. Few investigatovs have looled &t the actual
filtmaling process. Ia one vare account, Lillian Ross's Picture (1950)
documents the ualing of Johu Houston's film "Pne Red Badge of Courage™
in Hollywood. This book includes information on the people producing
the film, the acto¥s and caweramen, the content of the film, and the
reactions of certain ‘tes: audiences® *o several release prints. Also
the anthropologisi Hovtense Powdermaler in Hollywood, the Dream Factouy
(1950) hypothesized that in order to functionally analyze lollywood f£ilus,
one needed (&) to knov the social system tnat influenced the f£ilm's rak-
ingend (b) to study the audiences that viewed the films. liore recently, I.C.
Jarvie, in Towazds & Socioloay of the Cirema (1970), asks the following
sociological questions: (1) who makes filws, and why? (2) who sees films,
and why and how? (3) vhat is scen, how and why? and (4) how do [ilms
ges evaluated, by whom and why? (197G:1i4) It should be noted that such
enlarged contexts of analysis, attewpiing t¢ deal with the filwmaking
process, have only worked with a iarge-scale institution and industry,
narely Hollywood. .

In 1238, Kodak inftiated a series of periodicals titled "Visuals are a
Laaguage.” The Thene of these publications is that principles of language
and language study may pe c¢irectly cransfezred and literally translated
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into studying the weaniag and organization of pictures and pictuxe
gequances. Topies discussed include *‘the syntca: of still picture
arcangerent (no. 1, 183C), "the vhetoric of the s.ovie” (no. 2, 1938},
“transfortational [ra.mayr and visual conmunicacion™ (no. 2, 1953),
'‘".zep and surface struciuce of visual language™ {no. 2, 1933), ectc.

<. Gevbner calls our atteniion to processes, voth internal and external

to the product, vhea he speaks of definitions, approaches and fraze-
woilks in communications.study. He says that such approaches should
"“accomodate the study of structure as well as of function; they should
perwlt the analysis of inner and intexrpersonal processes as well as of
social and institutional systews and relationships; they shoulld allow
for the existence of subjective appearances as wzll as objective evenis.

7. 4n ipportant refervence here is John Searle’s Speech Acts (1929). In
this philosophic treatuent of language, concentrating on "regulative®
an¢ ‘'constitutive’ rules of speech behavior, Searle justifies his
concentration on che study of speech acts by arguins that "all lin-
guistic communication involves linguistic acts. The unit ©of linguistic
coutiunication is not, as has generally been supposed, the symbol, wozd
or sentence, or even the £oken of the symbol, word oy sentence, but
vather the production or issuance of the syminl or word or sentence in
the perfoinance of the speech act.” (1929:16)

5. . Hynes speaks of linguistic routines as follows: "Deyond the syntactic
structure of sentences (with which grammayrs usually deal), utteranczes
have an organization into what we may call 'routines.' By 'linguistic
routine’ I refer to sequential organization, what follows what, either
on the part of e sincle individual or an interchange between Wore than
one. loutines range from reciting vhe alphabet...[to] the direction of
a buffalo hunt.” (1951:50) :

9. The Biroad types of functioa are listed as follows: (1) Expressive (Emwo~
tive); (2) Directive (Conative, Praguatic, thetorical, Persuasive); (3)
Poetic; (&) Contactc; (5) iLetaliaguistic; (S5) Refewxential; (7) Contextual
(Sictuational). (llymes 1952:31)

10. A uwore oxthodox treatment of cole might only desciribe certain edeme
characteristics (llorth, 1266, 1958), such as use of very short shots of
3 and &4 framez in length, or ghots that are put in a filam upside down;
or a particular cademe-cdene transformation such as always cutting out
pacts of a shot that arve especially underexposed or overexposed, oiv edit«
ing out sections of a shot i.a which the camera has jevked or noved teco
fast, etc,

11. In 19I., the Community Film Uoxkshop . ouncil (established by the American
Filw Institute) identified 70 £ilm workshops in 35 cities which have
produced about 2C0 £1i° 9. liost of these workshopsr are in urban ghetto
neighborhoods. Since 13l0, innumerable other groups have been organ-
ized in similar situatiions.
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1.1

A METALOGICON OF FILM; TOPICS ~IN FILM METASEMIOTICS !

Stephen Duplantier g _ -
Indiana University C e

]

The problem of understanding information about different cuilures
traditionally belongs to the anthropologist. The task of reporting
the findings of cross-cultural research falls to the etnnographer.
Ethnographic film is perhaps the most sophisticated tool of the ethno=
grapher for presenting his data. Ethnographic films can combine !
photography, verbal track, and music track to reach a synergistic
description of a people, unmatched by any other representational
device.

But there is a true mm:mm\ws which all films are ethnographic.
All filws show anmum to ourselves as moumpmamnw -- as people who
are not oursel mm. ummmuawmmm of their nationality. This seems to
be true even wm the people on the screen are ourselves. Ve are al-
ways foreigners to ourselves when we are objectified by the film
process, wcw moﬁ. reason, it is WoYé interesting to look at ou
selves in a film than in a mirror. Ve can look at ourselves
hours in home movies without vmwﬂm narcissistic; but more-than a ,
few minutes in front of ‘a mirror wm msonmr to mmua\wrm\smam._

Both a mwnnrﬂonwo and a aw.owuonwo cunmumnmnawam of ourselves
has value. Self study through film is diachronic; through the micror,
synchronic. But the phenomenon of film iurning subjects into ethno=
graphic "objects" is more than the difference between synchronicity .
and diachronicity. A simple demonstration with videotape can prove
it: two tandem video tape recording decks can be arranged to tape
live action and play it back on a monitor with a few seconds delay,
The playback on the monitor is only seconds older than the live
action so there is essentially no difference between the videotaped
performer and the live performer. Yet it is much more interesting
to watch a performer, especially if it is vourself, in a monitor than
in a mirror.

A

{The questions vmuomvnwoa of self as a moumwmamu through
media belong to a £feld I have named :nmwmvuoxmawom i1.es being
close and far at the same time.)

/

Feibleman (1969) views human culture as gconsisting of the use of
artifacts <~ both tools and signs, The study of tools is the study
of material culture; the study of signs belongs to the second story
of Feibleman's "two=story™ world. The two=story world is a way of
uniting logic and ontology., The first story is being--ontology; the
second story houses logic. Applying this to culture gires an ontology
of culture (things, relations), and a loglc of culture (universals of
culture). Ethnoscience, the work of the ethnographer, does its work
on the second story: it is about a theory of signs (Werner 1969).

But a theory of signs is metasemiotic, Thus the theory of film

semiotics is metasemiotic, ~

!

-
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Film is metasemiotic theough it is also semiotic in itself be-
cause it showe photographic records of real-life semiotic incidents.
Fita behaves semiotica hecause it is "patterned <¢ommunication"
and contains several modalities {to paraphrase the definition of
semiotics given in Sebeok, Hayes and Bateson 1964).

Walluce (1962) has shown that a comparison ¢f folk sciences s
an effective proecedure in rezonstructing the logical structures of
cultures, since in science the structures of the cognitive processes
are most explicit, He finds 'the most useful methodologicat assump-
tion with which to appreach the study of logical calcu’i in folk
sciences is that these calculi are already contained in logical
structures similar to, or least implicit in, Vestern symbolic logic.”
(p.6). 1t would be quite an auvance for cultural universalism if
the logical structures of mind are constructed the same way cross-
culturally, Those who say that film is a "universal language' may
be wrong about the "language" part (for reasons not given here),
but right, so it seens, about the "universal' part if VTallace is
correct,

The work of Godel, Turing, Church and Tarski in metamathematics
has established "'some limitation on a logical system, either irs
completeaess or its consistency, and these limitations are not quite
the same. Yeb they do form a common family of limjtations, and this
is because they arise from a common difficulty in all symbolic
larguage. The difficulty is that the language itself. '{Bronowski
1966:237), The effect of this phenonemon, as Bronowski puts it,
is to create "an endless regress, an infinite hall of mirrors of
self reflectior. " Vhat might we say about the hall of mirrors? Is
it a circus sideshow? A maze of inviting depoh and complexity which
invites us closer with its mysteries? DBui when we try to explore it
we rudely bump our noses. Is infinite regress merely an illusion?
Infirity is not illusion; but mirrors feed ng back to themselves are
deccptions, Vhat appears to be infinite depth is but a shallow
jllusion. oronowski offers the "logic of the mind' as a way out of
the iabyrinth.

The logic of the mird diffcrs from formal logic

in its ability to overcome and Indecd exploit the
amhivalences of self-reference, so that they be-

come nstruments of imigination. (Broaowski 1966:241)

Bronowski puts the logic of the mind in 2 king of suporordinate
carennry, apparently Lo oscnpe the trep of either incompletencss or
dndeeidability., Put the demain of logic should not be very lar away
frem the domain of ratiar, Motter 1s the scence of man's successes
and failures, disasters and crivmphs, since man himself is a material
obioct., (Feibleman 1970)., Feibleman notes that man's "mental processcs
have devised a way of discovering how certain properties of matter
can be reprasented by ¢lpgns and in this way manipulated in abeentia
fo. the exercise of greater control....'" (1970:52). 7This is the
domain of logic which 1s “ahstracted from the matter in which it exists"

23
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Feibleman coactudes that siunce logic is de'ived fron matter, its
products can be applied back to matter," (1978:52), Thus, to re-
turn to Brounowski's proposition, the logic of the mind (imaginatiocn),
which goes beyond the formal "trap” of incompleteness undecidability.
can feed back to the matter which gave it bivth and the “ormal logi
which entrapped it, and liberate them,

If this conclusion seems far-fetchad, it can be lookad upon as
the 1oturn to homeostasis of the system in question, That is, if
Bronousici has extended Godel's theorems too far, this couclusion

bearing of Godel's results on epistemological problems remains
uncertain' (1965:357), So Bronowski may have erred by not taking the
least effort: it is intuitively certain that a rigid conception of
formal systers does not fully explain the realitieg which we experi-
cnee.  But instead Lf leoking beyond formal logic toward a very
unceitain territory, 1 have found it worthwhile to look at the steamy
interstices found betueen matter and logic. Thi~ is the arez of

analeogv.

3

Analogyl thyives on the same and tine differeat: Jjt nceds contra-
dictions in order to be itself., Analogy is a course steered between
equivocation (everything is different from everytbing else) and
univocation (everything is the same). The Aristotelian-Thomistic
tradition sees aualogy as "a metaphysical explanation of the structure
~f existence, indeed of all that exists" (Lyunch 1960:14%). BSo it
is not qu.te proper to view analogy as @ hybrid of univocation and
equivocation. Diversity is together, the concraries are united -
not because eauivocation and univocation have been mixed in the vight
proportions, but because existentially, this is the structure of
reality,

Yevertheless, the task of the f{iluwmoikixy is to follow the move-
men. of analogy sad metarhor - to reach out and clasp things together.
So much the better if there are cuntradictions. AL the troublesome
spots where things do not fit together comes the imaginative power
of making ansWers through synthesis~through analogy.

In linguistics, the pairs mecaphor/mctonym, pazadigm/syntagm,
or system/syalagm (to use the terminology of Jakobson, Levi-Strauss
and Barthes respectively) secm to describe fundamentally different
mover-nts. Whelher the field of analysis is myth, cooking, fasnion
photoggaphy or language, “metaphor (system, paradigm) relies on the
recognition of similarity, and metonymy {syntagm) on the recognilion
of contiguitv.” (Leach 1970:47). These two axes are Cartcsian
cocrdinates {(as Leach ha pointed out). Thus the x-axis and y-~axis
seeim, on the face of it, to cuireen off into inlinity without ever
meeting, But this could be the case only in a Noa-Einsteinian,
simultaneous universe, which the universe is not. A curved, non-
simultaneous universe would accept, and even welcome coordinates
which are not so antagonistic, By secking out the seemingly irrec-
onr jliable, namelv metaphor and metoaym, we.find that these Lwo axes

I |
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are themselves aralogical to each other., 'hat is metaphor if not
syntagmatic, i.e¢. contigucus: metaphor iz a reaching out (which
corresponds to fcs traditionally assigned function of similariey
(Leach p. 4735 but it is also a clasping together (Wheelright pames
these functious epinhor and diaphor). The clasping together is
contiguity. ‘fhus can metaphor be syntagmatic {metonymic). Con-
veresely, svatagn {metonym) is metaphorical because it is contiguous.
Jakohson uscs rhie example of the "superimposed dissolves' in Chaplin
tilms as "filwic metaphors”, (Barthes 1964:60}. that could be

more contiguous than a lap dissolve, yec these, Jakobson calls
metaphors. Montage is likewise contiguous (metonymical); but it is
also quite obviously metaphoric (montage can emphasize either the
similar or the dissimilar, and is equally effective in doing either;
examples: the eye/lers puns of Dziga Vertov; and the polarized
diagonals of Fisenstein),

3.1.1, Analogy bends the Careesian coordinates of the two fundamental
axes to conform to our non-simultaneous, curved universe. Analogy
and dialecties seem to walk the same path. But dialectles insiats
'ﬁ on stepping on the face of one of the members of the pair: dialectic
< ’ denies in order to synthasize. Uhereas analogy 1s wuch more congenial
, in reconciling opposites,

[Eixistence, as it descends, is analogous, It
is never the same act of existence. 1t is a
completely new fact; it must be new; for it must
adapt i1tself cowpletely to the new materials
vhich it confronts,. adapting itself in its bone
and heart t0 the bone and heart of each new
subject of being, each new part of the total
srganisi,,..50 too wicth an analogical idea, with
our lnward thinking about being. The work, the
thinking of it, {s never done. {Lynch 19603:150)

b, ’ Peirce believed that the ultimate inZerpretant »f signs is not
ouateide of the sipgn process, So, infinite, or at least n -rly
infinite regre.s is 2 : .cessary part of Pei-ce's sign theory (See
Wviolf 197G}, The final inrerpretant is a tabit of inference or
rule of acticu "but it can only be coded in further signs.” I
suggest that film can he the codification of the signs (rules of
action,, ©ilm can be the fiemal interpretant vhich breaks the mirrors
of infinite vegress. Fil- is not a mirror, i.e., an image maker,
but an image breaker: it shatters falsu reflercions. Film refracts,
it shines with own innecr light, is itself a scarce of light, nrot a
silvered surface. Film penetrates reality, it does not reflect it.
[ilm makes signs explicit, By objectifying, wagnifying, eva is-
torting cigns, £ilm does un a great seuvice. Our thought an " -ov-
iedge is by signs. Filp takes those signs, even the most fa. 'iar,
and makes them foreign to u-.

Film thus breals the ethnocentrism of our imagery. Forced to
look at things objectivaly, we have po choice but to try to under-
stand them.

El{lC o8
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0f all expressive systems, film2 is the hybrid one which has the
synergetic erergy to most suceessfully be a self-referencing device.
As such, film is a way to womentarily close the system and make all
parts of it visible.

The Jirection of f£ilm study must be toward the true logical and
ontological nature of things. The crevasse belwcen art and science
must be bridges. Art jz meaningless without science {science is the
truth of things). Art versus scienrce, art versus life, science
versus life are worlds upon the body of the universe which film can
help heal. Through film's significacion, the analogical imagination
can stitch tegether che open, bleeding cuts of our discontinuities.




1.

FOGQTINOTES
wh

(NOTE: a full treatment of analogy would have to include Bunge's
(1969} formalization of the types of analugy as well as Hesse's
{1966) typology of analogy. The types of analogy which Bunge
classifies range from strong to weak. At the battom of the
scale. there seems to be no room for metaphor. Metaphor is
thus put as the weakest of analogies- so weak, in fact, that
it does not qualify as analogy. I prefer Lynch's view, how-
eve¢ , which sees no difficulty in joining the oiphaned metaphor
with its siblings. The kinship gained by relating the contraries
is a powerful one indeed.)

I am not excluding video when I say "film" since film and video
are analogous.

T
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BOUDY SAVED FROM DROWVIING (1932)‘ DIKECTED BY JEAN RENOIR

Roxanne Glasberg
University of Wisconsin

-

"Man in life represents a variety of roles, including the role of him3elf
and the rcles that his fellow men thrust upon him."l If the sotion of per-
formance rasts at the basis of all human activity, men in society will always
carry & kind of double personality and will tend to disregard his station in
life in order to play a part. Louis Jouvet explains in Les bas fonds, "quand
je pense & ma vie, il me semble cue je n'ai fait que changer de costume”; thus
we may reject the rigid interpretation assigned to Boudu, that of the elephant
in the china shop or the anarchist overturning Lestingois’ bourgeois household.
Ratier than analyzing the character of Boudu as linear, we may attribute to
nirn an attlitude similar to that of the Baron: if life is only play, why should
one paralyze himself in one position? Boudu changes costume like everybody
else; the new suit "en carreaux" he so proudly parades in for a time belongs
to oine Tantasy, to one rcle, the scarecrow's rags to another. Costumes are
br‘nclpally tied to the idea of a game: tryinr on Lestingois' suit, Boudu
observes delighted "en v011a un dégulsement...’

The subject of the fi;m assumes something of the part of a theme which_
a composer or & painter develcps, embroidering on it endless variations -
thus we can look at Boudu as a character potpourri ranging from the clochard,
the suicide victim to the lover or the enfant terrible, or we can discover a
succession of attiftudes and costumes in one character, the sense of continuous,
passing movement underlined by the mise-en-scene and the sound track. It
ceers to me thaEz?nly in light of a game can we account for Boudu's apparently
_ncorprehenslble acts, Why does he throw himself in the water? Is it a
s$aicide atntempt, an escuape from his newly scaunired marital status? He him-
self forgets the cause...the river assumes a specific meaning, the yellow
wasers of the Marne with the warm sun shining on its surface tempts him to
carelescly float along and to enjoy the purely physical pleasures it affords.

Conventional dran atic technique contents itself with manipulating the
rarrative sc 2s fo release at a s3t moment Lhe typical reactions of the
wre's constitution. Renoir asserfs in every way that in life there is no
uweh noticn as a definite character. The so-called charac.eristic traits are
st momentary reactions. due to certain circumstances which change shortly
fter and provove correspcndingly new responses. Lestingois limself embodies
70 wendencies familiar in Jesn Renoir's work: instir:t {impulsive emotion,
aliexation) and cererony; while he offers a student Voltaire manuscripts, he
tiempls to maintain the prover deoorum of the household, "1 have a piano
*ause we are respectaole people.” Although surrounded by books and Presided

the splrii,of the 17th century philosopher in the form of a bust, he does
rot freg suent “la bonne szociété.” Lestingois is never observed selling

DOOKS = ;hat he has to sell appears more the idea. against the bookshelves
thas resemble the painted backdrop of the staged prologue, he can charm Anne-
Mzoie with mythological allusions or ponder on his®condition”...1 fell
ntleep again last night as L was going to see her' or caustically (onfrent
his spcuse, ;
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. Viewing Boudu involves the experience of looking through a kaleidoscops.
Characters achieve reality in a context of inversions, the most obvious
exdmple of which is the river that causes Boudu to almost lose his life and
subseguently proves to be his salvation. As in the .Roman trompe l'oeil wall
paintings, framing devices « doors, windows, telescopes ~ persuade us to
witness twice removed action; eamch show contains a second; which itself
holds in a third, in a way reminiscent of the Russjian wocden dolls fitted
into one another (we see Lestingois looking tkrough a window ‘ut Anne-Marie
and Boudu in the kitchen - a new permutation in the peep show, or a remainder
of a previous scene in which he had been an active participant; or the maid
jealously observes Lestingois surveying young girls through the telescope
fron the window). These enclosing devices also provide transitions and means
of revealing new people and situations, discoveries which after a brief
interlude appear as déja-vu: Madame, in her amorous fervour pushes Boudu
against the door which opens to frame, in the center of the screen, iLestingois
embracing Anne Marie. lih'le the women react with shock and embarrassment,
the men remain calm and “hus allow the solution to the dilemma to emerge
clearly: Boudu will marry the maid and thé dignity of the family will be
maintained.

There is however one egsentiaml difference between the painting medium
and £ilm - “just as footlights and scenery in the theater serve to mark the
¢ontrast between it and the real world, so, by its surrounding frame, =
painting is separated off not only from reality as such., but evea more so,
from the reality that is represented in it...the essential role of the frame
i3 to emphasize the difference between the microcosm of the picture and the
nacrocosm of the natural world in which the painting has come to take its
place....The screen's outer limits are not the frame of the film image.

They are the edges of u piece of masking that shows only a portion of reality.
The picture freme polarizes space inwards. On the contrary, vhat the screen
shows us seems to be part of something prolonged indefinitely into the uni-
verse. A frame is centripetal, the screen centrifugal."2 Thus the several
tipes Renoir makes use of framing, he disorients our sense of space, thah is,
he taites us in, confines us, but only to open another door, plungiqg us in

a rovepent-dominated reality.

The perspective from which the viwer may observe the filw is furnished
in the opening sequence, with a presentation of the mythological characters
Prizpus, Chloe and Bacchus on a stege against a painted backirep of & Louis
XIV castle and gardens and zn accompanying commentary in the. sutosequent
scene taking place in the bookshop. The interlace of the two seguences
through the slow dissolve =magnifies orce again the jest aspect, the piran-
dellian, "where does 1lif egin? where does the comedy €1d?" By having
recourse, from the opening to theatricel styles and coaventisns, instead of
concealing them, Renoir actually engages the complicity of tke viewers. He
inverts conventional dramaturgy; instead of making beliere the stage i nobt =a
stage, but the familiar living room, he pretends the familiar salon is not
real, but a stage, enclosing several "realities.” His picture represents a
kind of haprpy, ingenuous celebration, in which the director and cast, with
no inten.ion to organi~. and build upon = logical ucheme, sometimes pause,
diverge (even find time to display a head stand)}. 7he intermission lasts
only moments, before they Lake up their game, governed Ly impulse and dasire
to movement wathout precise aestination, in a sease reflecting the' Bacchanal

49
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wirne fes:ival., e¢ccacicn ror the jeyful proces:ion led by Dionysus and his
cortege of satyrs, pans, nymphs, centaurs and priapi (Renoir evades the
strictly phallic connctations associated with the Lestingois-Priapus and in-
Tuses him witn the qualities of a benevolent guardian of wanderers). The
opening envisages the pradilection for constructing sceaes as playful coreo-
graphy: twe "puppets”, Chloe aund Prigpus move on strings, manipulated by a
master puppeteer who then lets them tree to perform in the film. Released,
characters still take time out (o move graciously; Anne Marie climbs up the
stairs -~ when she reaches the second floor, she looks over the balustrade,

as though taking a bow before ner public. The men in Boudu may ell be regarded
as priapi, delighted in roving the streets, parks or iorests, frisking with
the "nymphs': Lestingois and Anne Marie, Boudu and Mae Lestingois, the
Jovial driver and the Pekinese's conuette mistress. We may consider the
asythological sketch as the bezinning of an exuberant cortege that the film
will beccme; as Pan amused the Dmmortals on llount Clyrpus, the pans in the
film will amuse ud, with Zoud2, the "menetr du jeu." e moves away from the
center and 2xpands towaerds i periphnery, with a special predilecticn Tor
zames and disguises ac vislions of a world in which nothing expects to BE but
expects to constantily BECCIE, And in addiction, Michel Simon has succeeded

in giving the character naned Boudu a personality; unlike a character,
determined a priori and shaped towards a given end to remain essentially in
a frozen position, the personality may grow, change and respond to the
surroundings. -8 an extremely versatile comedian, Simon succeeds in injecting
life into Rouadu who in turn, is able *0 carry the spectator, eatice him into
his game. Boudu progsresses througn a kind of convergence of episodes and
charactera towards 2 conclusion that will lend itself to the grouping of

21l eiements (technlnie alse cmployed 5y René Clair in the contemporary '

& nous la litertd gznj Lo million) yet its open-end alsc reflects the incon-
clusiveness ¢f every dz:- experience (a¢ distinguished f{rom the Clair
characters thzt tend Lo neriorm with the accessories appropriate as emblems
in 2 methcdically stylized orzhestration). Treating iife as very real,
Reroir reaches no conclusion, in the sense of the traditional happy or iragic
resolution - 2ecudu cleses with the comera in a ditch. shooting the defile of
wanderers singing "Sur les bords de la rividre.” The protagonists' disappear-
ance {lize in Grande jalusion) sugaests tie direclor's decachment vis-a-vis
“he .tory about te finish: ne has accepted it and thus ceases to auestion

<n that mastter. although no clesr solution has tzen reached.

Tne film i: che2*rieal. yot not filmed ctheat:r; 2lthough the aclors play
‘n seenes rather than cholz and the dialogua are .arefully coastr.2ted and
delivored, +he Ji.zctor's interest lies iess ia the dranatic progress of
nistory *han in -capturing the fluctuaticns in Lhe sxchonges established in
a groun. Indzed. theatrlea: would apve be-n to shav {lLe group together, then

¢ gar~iealar, teoruing L8 en zpalitical Zirstem. Penoir insists on nct
3

izg ating cenaractars: even during tele-a-teles, un ccnse the presence of
ovher.. Hhen Teatin -l opens the window of ‘he rtuds. he seews Lo raize the
purtzivn el the “théatrn oa rerveilleux” wbout to take place in the sireels -
wae ~rving of Boudu. pire oia'ers Lhe entlre neighborheod the ohpor-
tunity "0 2-:13t to o sarlorrances, Yo find o cunday afternocn divert issement,
o Liite n otlde on o aasure oeals along the telins witness Anne Mariz's

reactlion in Shis zen,
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ang farde: What is It?...There is a crowd.
suddenly she understand:

nne Muri le: Oh'! An accident!

takes off her apron, Junplng with excitemant. She
bhrows the apron on a ¢hair and geoes out.

ne resiue demarche introduces the elermenis cf the cinema that Renoir
ceessiylly accorplish with Arivona Jim in Crime de¢ M. Lange. He

he seguence the way the spectabtors would have expected to watch it
ca a screen: Tlas%t cutting, shot-reverse-shot, action and reaction;
amidss the enthua1agt1c onloviiers, Anne Marie races o clochard, resident of
the latar 1930's films noire, "who had seen so maay [ruicides), he doesn't
ajcn pay attention,” Aqu vei the senuence appears Lo have been shot despite
iis icglc: the crowds packed on the bridge and the banks of the Seine that
furnished a voluntarily cvundasnt figuration visibly do not witness a
catasirophe; thay have inctalled themselves wo walch a movie beling shot,
aised by the whole thing and especially by vhe fact that they were not in-
structed to affect the verisipilitude of the sivuation.<

[ 4

[ I

andre Bazin refers %o Reaoir 2s the most resnonstﬂ and easily in-
Tfizenced director; Rencir v rega ards cinema as a "mauvais coup” - o2 ne Deut

s'avenzurer dens 2e monde cinematographique cue si l'on se sent entouré des
“omolices. . .Clest aussi une e\uloraflon.. 1'homme sevl en face d'une .
» o t 0 tt
entreprise redouteble ricque d'etre pris de panlque.'* tmong the "accomplices’,
1

ike Jean Gehret, lax Delban, Jean Daste acted, produced and oiffered
Eal

pport year afler rreapr. The climate of conspiracy is fortunavely
wransferred Lo <ha mublic: ' Jasoues 3ecker, one of the assistants, apnears as
the poet in fhe Lora; Jeea Gehret whe interprets the role of Vigour co-
nredaced the riln. The Snanish painter Jean Castanier who begins his
cwliaboration vinh Rencir as set designer in Boudu would continue to plan sets
In La mudt du carrefour, prepare the script and assist in Crime de M. Lanee,
and some Swenhy rears lober was Lo act in Freach Cancan.

The l'*"*‘y of the camera work re-enforces the sénse of celebration

led by woudu. Je ne pzrs Jsrvais de l'angle de la camera, Je pars de la
scone. . .une c“o e que e ne fais pas, clest de découner une scdne cn champ

et oonure-chanp, 2n narweat de Llennemble, c’est 2 dire eon Lournant toute la
scane en plan céndral, puls en Hacsant & des.tlans plus rapproches ot ensuite,
A3 rontage an m'alinat de eus ces Sidments. 11 mo enble cue chague pariie
4e 13 stkre 2 un angle 27 I "% Renoir -nles ovar froa ruling omnipo-
Lanily erer the ha:e:;al; ~is ponl i using hhe ?ont shots abldes in linking
individuals, ue3pite itheir pursieal or tovsl aicJaran. L rather then forcing
VLA Gne xq_uut"thq ol rrosing the Tiln wilh seecnes row.er Lhzn shoto
frees .2 aLnors L0 eutar into their role wiihout -0 interruption oi’ the

T Y oman oot tasnnici-ng. ACtesr v rllcued Lo meve, O

et:*ff*"nn" Tuald surells incognito aleny the
crlling b; whe camers hidden in o9 truck. The
‘I

sime wisel undouit il sroenled to genoir
Lo1d seversl :;xr:;ters rogether. Unlike close-

2., f automaticall s i-pl ot frequent cre-z-cublting,

noople and obh e 2 0 enurlly jus Liinble posi-
apants on §eeenl plunces, fasd thus DL elininnter
ire:*Ly vacing the ecam2ra, or of Lhe rain actlon
vud. Lastly. Are Asep Lors ctres -5 the dntensity

Sling, watertelinaes cred
the two-mel ccafronhanis
- "y

niaca in *na ur




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

72

ciie denp focus chni“ae Renoir explores a voaria-

azt b &

*“icn of the lateral oxpinsien, into the ares Buhznd the camera” {or the
-7 Glrmensior of a purillclepiped) through the camera pull back. Several
ncus open with the close-ups of objects (the toy boat in the park. the
clilier sounding off nic trunmpec) or of a person (Boudu's face, vater
ripping from his mouth): frem it, he expands the field, to reveal the

o ey

gexr locale. These closz-ups are 'noil a cui out picture with a frame;

5 always merely pert of a plcture, like for instance the repoussoir
gures in barcnoue printin: vhich introduces a dyuanic ¢ lity into the
sturz, similer to that ¢reated by the close-ups in the spatial structure

th 7 Znlarging the scope of the scene, Renoir pulls away Irom ihe
i1l {cr stvole) lire into space, wnereas most direclors would have followed
e Cppczite retnod: present a general, orientation shot, then select two-
nree relevant delailc con which to focus. By enlarging the image, he in-
328 Lng dramatic impact as well as the ambiguily of the scenes beacause
roovides rove unedized inforration, from which the cpectators are to0 make
< ¢r zoveral meanings. Ultimately, the camerz i not used to free
ravznic relationsnips ov to purify events in order to make the strategic
oints clearer, but on the conirary, to search ror particulars in all objects

Fencir's shots laca 2 center of gravity, leaving Lhe eye free to indulg
among several compeacnts, The situation is well illustrated in the fellow-
ing example: Boudu lying on the bench, Vigour still rcsuscitating nim i
the fcreground, while in fhe middl- ground, the other neighvor leans agalnst
the table; in the pachground, lLestingois is drying up afier the rescue of

?
Soudu - kig wife faces ki, | nae Marie had been stending near her master;,
she zivances to t.e foreground, then returns, followed by Vigour. Az Boudu
Qones 10, e i terporirily nezlected in the heated dialogue centered around
rescue socievnies.  The danger of losing the spectalor's interest because of
areralities in the 1 hovs dees not maberialize here for two reasons:

the rovement, aluays

2gcnes 4 N1y wWwith hi

3
d in the context creales rhythrm (or when Boudu
nd moves to show it 1o Lestingeis solemnly rcad-

In~, cut intimideted, up 2 book - although the action is suspended, the
ronent Wi lo theust, foruard noanetheless) and the actors' professicnalism is
relied pon “c carry the ile, thus replacing arr~nzerent in the editing roon.

Lendl 0 ¢bserve Urom a distonce as poobple reveal themzelves,
froat of it rarely does the camera crcate the focus of

Zoude coirtuers Mme's scoruples, the two go off the screen.
seruting . The cosiume chanzes arc cnrried Llhrough long

in Lne iawes iquuunﬂe. as Beudu reveris Lo LlOﬂrﬂru handeiis,
e ins Taver sudeur’ awey from the scene - we are provided oniy

2 o tne wedding clolthes flying in the elr ifrom the buches and

g r__”,rf:z'\.«nd-

AN

o

In Jean Vige's L'Auclante, Lo nccnnbuatn Pﬁrﬂ Sules' imeersicen Aanidot
“aa zZricea-=brac of his dobin Lthe shots, mostly tlece-ups and medium rhot,
reve corposed From dllfereny angles Jlbnout exploAd;n; the spati i raolaticr-
ai p vetwenl, tham, so thoi wlao bazsar of oblects form = not that alnouu
ny
b ]
'

IJ

enlly engulfs Lo Dhee. :sithouch the sets for Bowdu were completely
sed fi., the camers's ¢/e¢ passes {hrouch a Q:uq&h;;twecn two ponel. or
cuzil £ hole in the wall, concealed by a piclure, Tm.order vo aniold o

-
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complete 2nd clear view of the decor. The subjective camera hasqbecome an
‘nflviule witness and we, the viewers are given permission to look through a
zey hole and in a sense invade the vrivacy of the Lestingois.

stylistic coherance 1s strengthened by the repetition of .certain
“isual motifs s tor example, STAIRCAZES, privileged places, favorable to
2seanes (Anne Marie mischievously breaks away from Lestingois-Priapus to
return to the kitchen), bursts of enthusiasm (Boudu to the meid, "I really

took care ol kim'...I could run a2 bookshop myself if I wanted!™), explana-
ioas {Anae Marie firmly declares her attachment to the older lover

conrrontations (Lestingols leaves the task of chasing Boudu to his wife;

the latzer iaguires through the bars of the stairease, "Who is the man

tnat spat]”; FLOWERS, representing mildly erotic v1ﬂtor1es (the laurels worn

y the couple in the p”OJOguﬂ) the artificiality of man's preoccupations

I

on the piano), or a warning (the water lilies); WATER, one of the
sent. in almost all of Renoir's werks, scerves as transition, it
he possibillty cof adventure and related dangars {the toy boat in

Masic becones a novlicezble element in the film's total rhythm - blending
ard interacting with the visualy it re-enforces and comments on it. Melodic
themes, beginning on a solitary note serve 'ag links between particular
cheracters: Vigour plays the flute, Boudu murbles his off-tune, unintelli-
giole soaz, Anne jfarie hums a popular melody Prlmvrlly, two or three
tremes are developed 2nd nodified into several variations, mainly for flute.
Yusic, camere and =ciion harronize to capture the suthentic flavor of the
puriod: for example, the Blue Danube waltz assoeiated with the 1920's and -
30's carfe sociery "en vocances.' The music that first appears behind the
areciis is then idensifizd with the affair between ILcstingols and the maid.

The Tlite tneme ia picked up again, as the bookseller's 'plans to see his
niztress are folled by Zouwdn STOQplna in the halluay. As the (ilm progresses,
the tus men .[oin anne Herie uwith "les fleurs du jardia...” (one fust smile

2%t the success of this song nmemberlng tne commentary mede 1n Ies notes du
Capiteine Geor-as on another famous tune, la Marszeillaise: "les parcles sont
d'ne ztupidice intéarele.,.npis le fait que les Trancais les chontent en-
semble. l ur confero des lettres de noblésse"!) adding momentum to the musie

wp to the fiaule Johuna Strauss' Blue Danube, played by an orchestra on the
shores of the bMarne. The waltz, Tollowing in the mood of the sermon Lestingois

delivers in honor of “he nuptial, blends with the visual images; Boudu's
rot Tloats away over the viver lan&scape, dancing tc the rhythm of the

e ‘nanl; want .

. significan. eftect is achieved by the speech pattera of the characters;
ke Ticc, menoir creatively exploited Michel Simon'z poor diction and his
sredilection for onowatopeias (ha, neu, he, ho). The repetition of the
i~igwe, santences or portions thereof, help sustain a hermonious inter-~
aclre.  ror lastance”’

Egudu!  You cuegsed that all slone?
L2 varie,  »11 alonel. ..

..

Jo you @at well here? !
Yes, I oar yell, /

W

#I0 De you slecn heras algo?
B:  Yes, I sleeo here ulso.




B \\‘

W v,
Some of the most clever revelnt1ons into charactero and their mot1fs emgrge
fronm the manner in which words are spoken: ’

o
lestingols: One must have a little luck in\eVerything...

Vigour: No, one must know how to swim. i .
Mre . Lestingois: You can't swim? ?z’//:
Vigour: No, I was counting on savirg stnay horses.

Bazin interprets the function of music as essentially an erotic indicator,:
1be it an announcement (peddlar s organ - cut to hajrdresser's shop 31gﬁ

cut to Boudu proudly displaying his dernier ¢ri colffure as he returns to the
Lesvingois), a signal (‘nne Marie's sign melody or,| as Lestingois opens the . -
'wlndow of his bedroomt music is heard in off, to cue| the forecoming incon- ¢

Yeniences in the relationship with the maid), a tfi h {the clarinet heard .

in the parade vzrgually represented by the zouave's |trumpet as Mme, Lestingozs

yields to Boudu)

Characteristically, Reroir has enlarged the scope of the René Fauchois .
play, {rom the single setting in the bookshop, to thé rest of the house, to R
the surrounding streets; quays and even propelled it to the banlieu. His
strategy has been to create an urban setting~éhat beckons 'public celebration.'
He sees the world through the eyes of a town dweller,Tstresszng the feeling
of changeability, the flowing, ephemeral rhythm of the city. 1In this locale,
men are not dehumanized by machines; rather, they find\ a welcome challenge to
their senSe of ohservation and capacity to improvise amidst city life. In
£he locale expansion, 2 series of characters are converled and intertwined;
if Boulu loses his dog, it gives him the opportunity to| comé into conteact
with the poet, then a policeman, who in turn gallantly dffers his protection
to a young voman in distress, and who finally goes off with the owner of a
chiny new automobile. When Boudu enters(into his menton's household, he also e
fascilitates the acce s of the sailors and of the inquisiitive passerbys, two .~ .
social categories with which Lestingois would normally héve no contacts. The
bookshop becomes & kind of "action” heedquarters - arovnd it, spreads a real -
q&ty that stretches the film beyond the strictly plot line. The people and.
the Places on the periphery gain our attention because they make Boudu's
story feasible - streets and bridges are made real, even the drowning loca~
tion precisely identified on Pont des Arts., Extras and crowds mime their
characier not to distract attention from the protagonist,ﬂgut rather to con-

struct a teblean with him. Among the pioneers in installilng sets in natural
surrcundings, Sencir sllowed the store to resonate with the noises of the
trazP1c and neople. The landscape cppesas the treditional| Rive Gauche

atmosphere”, thas is, the hazy, picturesque, bohemiun milieu of the artists. s
Instead Eoudu documents the Paris of 1932, in a manner similar to that of
Monet who detected blue reflections in a parquet floor and |transferred them . .

thing in its OWN tome"”. Chardin's comment ‘on the use of colors echoes Renoir's
film conception. And Boudu, even if projectznw the authentfic man of the
pecple, escapes all traces of the film noir's sentlmentality. In his shaggy,
worn~out coat he does not carry the message of the sd-called heppiness to be
fcund in poverty. Eoudu embodlcs the clochard that Michel Simon recalls
having met around 1925: Qu est-ce que tu vas faire evec ch?' inquired Simon .
handing the pauper a coin, "Je vais me souler la gueule”, came the answver,
‘not "Je wais acheter du pain pour me mére ou pes enfants." Vot sheltering

to the canvas, "To paint everything inm its REAL tone'withiE:t painting any-
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© L'Atalante) or in & bourgeois bazaar (Zabel in-Quai de Brumer), he creates -

.from a sta+1onary composition to a rapid, spiral movement.
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a universe oﬁ his own, hidden in jars, ancient photographs (Pare Juleg in L

only with borrowed or handed-over propss Lestingois® cigax, Mmpe's cau de

cologne, the coin offered by the little girl in the park and "charses“ the ,
characters he encounters to follow in his erratic actions, reminisbent of\h' 3
Clair's crovwds chasing the hearse. The kitchen comes alive only~whén Boudu, B~
gradually and almost magically animates every utensil. Recalling in® the ) s :
original shot of the kitchen, Anne Marie rotating a pan, with the Chardinesque L
glow bestowed on the soubrettes s daily chores, one must be impressed with the '
contrast the sceme of the final "attack" offers - the film has progressed s

One . .t notice the primitivism permeating the work; Boudp possesses :
the mysterious ability to remain childlike - he projects Juv nile daydreams of ’
success: with 130,000 francs he would buy & bicyele and 1 n to ride on’it, . i
while at the same time, he is persuaded that he couid’re ace Ledtingois.as, '
librarian. Functioning as child, the notion of the fu e escapes him. Hé

needs to bve happy in che immediate present. It is ip/ £his spirit that what

ought to be a failure of plausibility becames in the actual context of little
account - We. are convinced by the fervor with whick. the characters pursue : "
their "games.’ fIf ‘the original signif ance of .anf actions and words today
uas been displaced By superficial gestures that feebly attempt .to retain
r¢a1ity, Boudu lives in the original/state, g 3 stloning incessently: on
Mre's “oh! oh!" tic ~r on the relationship/?etuéen the scuple, Lo

v el haar o

¥me to Lestingois: Tu &s le maitre‘.'y / .

Bovdu: - Clest ta femme? 7 & e
Like Viéo s schoolboys, he is never at a loss in discovering almost enchanted t;
qualities in the most banal, disregarded oBjects; unable to understand the - '
conversation between Lestingeis and his wife, he commmnlcates with the tsble /
napkin. Tater in the film, an impeccably well dressed gentlemen approaches

Boudu about the first edition of Les fleurs au sl that lestingeis hdd ac-
quired for him... With a grand gesture, Boudu scolds him for mistaking -
stores... Becayse.in-1932 Baudelaire was -fashionsble among the French in-
telligensia, it was assumed that everyﬁodv would be acquainted with his

vorks. ' Boudu assumes, nothing and resvonds cnly to concrete things...he begins

te hum "les fleurs. du}gardin. Unlike modern man, Boudu copes with the world,
untroubled by its growing conpltxitles - in the event that he fails to under=-|

stand the meaning of actions ground him, he surveys his surroundings and
translates the acts into femiliar physical actions: Mme dips a chéerry into
the wire, he drops a pickle. Renoir has acknowledged that "pour ma part, si
au canema on mé montre 1es mémes gens que je peux rencontrer au café, je

ne vois pas pourqguoi je n'irais pas au café plutot qu'au cinéma?" Perhaps,
paradoxically he approaches classic aulliors like Moliere in the desire to
spring from reality (maybe even banality - i.e., universality). and surpass
it in order to charm viewers. If Moliere had called his characters Crgon,
Philinte or Cléante, instead of Dupont or another of the commedia dell‘aﬁte:

P

Renoir has createl and has sllowed BOU-DU ‘o "empty" out an urwonted sac .
and like Santy Claus, after contact.with the world into which he brings -
pleasure, or "t least surprise, he réetreats, amidst the other.singing travellers.
- ' . r“ f“ . \-:..
o ' // , 1 °
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Like the* bouquinistes he pa83es on the. quays, Bouduy “survives“ despit
ins and the wibds, holding to-a 1ife of his owr. Like the second ‘hahd:

s portable bbxes,ahousing togéther: junk and rare editions together, )

lglochard constitutes a melange of naive. cnern -and vulgarity ("frf cha. o

f£é4" as Bazin. refers -to. it)

' .

ist thﬁt say his | function as- that of a high priest in thn historicalx v
text,,the cafe, -as alternative to the- movie theater, ocupies a special B
ositiOn, if the sexm - cafe brings to- mind ‘a Deux Magota ‘Or .2 comparab, T

ity

_”acrea;ive functiOn of. the Artist. “tLes_fleurs .du mal comprises a- '~$
o “‘Ee of the épiritual and physi¢al anxieties of modern man: Thé ‘the
}exﬂle _voyage aiid the: lost paradisé of childhood, eroticism, sadism,,wevo
. .atfiffcial patadise induced by alcofol and druge intertwine to form t

.. ..;p8FEtait. and provide analysis of a neurotic, tirbane. sensibility™.%
_:,q;quoée would describe the universe of many cafe habitues, iE-remains 3
- { ergn to Renoir, the taisgnneur;. willing to accept truthaas the produ
.-;the endlessly varied .conceéptions people have of it: The. urbane soci

ips witnéssed 4 schism; no longer wére paintérs undisEinguisﬁable f¥o

' Ok _ from filmmakers- films no loqger\emerged at. ballet perform
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THE CDNCEPT OF VISUAL SPACE AS A CRITICAL TOOL IN CINEM&

Halcolm ¥, Gordon, s.J. . .

_rTemple University - : - ‘ _ S

The central concern of this paper is the exploration ‘of the usés of*
.visual space as a primary méans of expression in the cinéma, All space; is

-\by its nature visible, or abie to be seen, Ihe term visual space here,_'
'_though, ‘means the unique way that space can be presented- visually on the -

s ol

;screen.

Disparatexelements like camera angles, depth of focus, styles -of -

‘1“"!'!41:* iz «:izhu E5A amﬂwiey‘j

: lighting, etc: have all been writtén about previously forf their stylistic% 3 -
; \:fsignificance. The problem 1s that, save for individual studies of indis:- )

.-_ concéntric circles. These four areas or circles of space are -the basic

vidual films of even directors, there ‘has ‘been 1ittle attention paid to_'

;the use of visual space in movies on the elemental level. There is, howé -

. The common groundwork of visual space: J basged onsthe visualization :_L o
fof'four major areas surrounding the human body as four ever widening. - . ...

elements of visual spaee with ‘which the £ilm maker has to work.

W

o " The first circle 13 the skin with '{ts sense receptors, Here the = =
éz s, mouth, and sex organs are particularly important. The second circle
)

s the clothing, éspecially the states of dress or undress of the actors-

relation to the other actors in the scene. The third circle is that -
Aarea {smediately surrounding the body, which a pérson considérs his Bwm;.
This area or circle représénts what anthropologists have -come to.call ‘ -
personal space, 'The size -and nature of this area can' vary according t6
the physical situation of the actor or the cultural matrix in vhich-he .
finds ‘himself, For example, it can shrink radically in a crovded suhgay

;ﬂcar or grow more intimate in a Latin culture as opposed to a more reserved

.Nétdic environment.
. o
- The fourth and last circle is the total physical space beyénd thi#
pérsonal area which we are”allowed to see on the screen., This last area. .

- can be called architectural and enviromiéntal space. It can be anything

froft a cramped room to a trackless desert,

It must be emphasized that these four circles are not at all the
samé thing as the nature of thé shots a director might use to photograph
‘thém.. Activity about“the mouth, for example, can be photographed with -a--
long shot as well as with a cloge up., Architectural or environmental )
space, while difficult to encompass with a close up, can®be dramatically .
- denied with close ups or medium shots., For example, the opening sequence °
'under the titles of The 400 Blows shows us looming tenements on Parisian

Streets while teasing us with gli glimpses of the Eiffel Tower in the back-
ground. . t
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N Vith this common groundwork having been roughly delineated we can
' - now turn our attention to some'important dramatic or cinematic techniques
" which are common to each area, The first area or circle, the skin, should
be watched for the presence or absence of body contact between the char~
acters. Eating and drinking are also important here, especially the manner
in which it 1is done and the circumstances under which it takes place,
Clockwork Orange and Tom Jones come to mind hére as having significant
- and dramatic eating scenes which. are the core of the total meanirg of both
: films, Sexual activity and violence are also important in this area,

The second area, as we have mentioned, is important for the states
of dress or undress of the actors in relation to each other and for any
dressing or undressing that goes on in the scene,

--The area of personal space, the third circle, is perhaps the most \
important for defining the soclal status and relationships of the char-
g acters. Once these relationships have been established this area of per~
sonal space should be watched for any radical changes which contribute to
the development of the dramatic action,

The final circle, environmental or architectural space, is important
; for its possible psychological, social or historical significance, It :

could be claustrophobic, it could be an army base or a prison, or it could
be the Washington Monument,

Three technical elements that effect all four circles are camera
jangle, lighting, and the choice of lenses, The camera angle puts us, the
audience, into a unique physical relationship with .the.actors while at the
same time placing them in a unique relationship to their environment,
Lighting c&rves out space, and it can be used to define space in all four
of the areas with which we are presently dealing, The choice of the lens
is important primarilvy for its unique power to disfort visual space., A
lens with a long focal length compresses distanceiCin all three dimensions,
A short focal length does just the opposite and expands space in three
dimensions. Stanley Kubrick is enamored of such Short focal length dis-
tortions 1n Clockwork Jrange,

I would like not to discuss four particular f£ilms with particular
attention to the four areas or circles that we have been discussing, I
i have chosen these four for two reasons, first, 1 am reasonably familar
with them, and second, they represent a broad range of cinematic tradi-
tion, The four films are Marcel Carnes's Le Jour Se Leve, Luis Bunuel's
Nazarin, Francois Truffaut's The 400 Blows, , and John Boorman's Point
Blank, 1In all four the first element that I noticed was the use e of
architectural space, It was only on reflection that I began to notice
how the other three areas or circles were used in parallel fashion, It
is the combination of the four circles together with the three technical
elements mentioned above that makes possible the complexity and variety
of the use of visual soace in all four films.

109




Compartmentalized Space - Marcel Carne's Le Jour

- element of the masterwork that is Le Jour Se Leve. ,

40
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The importance of architecture in the plctorial composition of films
first struck me when I was doing a study of Marcel Carne and Jacques
Prevert. The film that particularly impressed me in its use of architect-
ural space was ‘their 1938 collaboration, Le Jour Se Leve. : \/

The film is an unpretentious melodirama relating. the tragic relation- ) .
ship of four people, two men and two women, in' pre‘War France. Francois,
a sinple working man , loves Francoise, the florist's helper. Their
relationship is ruptured by the evil machinations of one Valentin who so
enrages Francois that Francols shoots him‘dead, thus sealing the fates
of all four characters. Valentin is dead, Francols is doomed to die,
Francoise loses both men, and Clara, who had found freedom from Valentin
with Francols, is also left alone. '

el

With this simple situation provided by Jacques Prevert Carne has
managed to create a minor.visual masterpiece. By carefully placing his
four main characters in definite physical relationships in all-their key
scenes Carne visually underlines, sometimes directly, sometimes ironically,
their basic psychological attitudes and relations . Carne's contri-
bution as a director and as a skilled visual technician is an essential

Architectural or environmental space is the area which Carne empha~
sizes most fully in the visual construction of his f£ilm. The second area,
the clothing of the actors, is also developed extensively as a major
mataphor in-the film. Both areas flow or revolve throughout the film,
parallel to and in conjanction with each other.

Carne uses two basic architectural devices, doorways and windows, to
concretize the relationships of hisg characters. In the opening sequence
of the film, as we slowly truck up to the tenement where Francois lives,
the first thing we notice are the windows in the building. Then we cut
inside the building to a blind man slowly climbing the stairs and then
slowly pan up to & door behind which we hear muffled voices. We are not
yet allowed inside. We then hear a shot, see the door open, and watch a
man-stagger out clutching his side. Before he falls, however he manages
to close the door behind him shutting the other person inside. -~

Vhen Wwe first see Francois, his back is to us, as he faces the door
from the inside. He has just fired through it at the police. Through-
out the film Carne will constantly return to Francois' door and window as
architectural focal points of the film. The room is totally Francois',
and he will die in it alone. In a real sense his room is also the center
of almost all the developing action of the film, since it 18 from his
recollections there that we see most of the film through flashbacks.

The first meeting of the two orphans, Francois and Francoise, is also
heavily underlined with doorways and windows. Our first view of Francois
at work shows him in a sandblasting factory in a heavily padded suit,
helmeted and gloved. We are just barely able to see his eyes in & medium
closeup through the small protective window in his helmet. ¢

T
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We first see Francoise outside the factory walking towards and then
through the door into the room where Francols is sandblasting. <Carne
takes pains to show us this entrance and its architectural definition in
a long trucking shot, as we follow Francpise into the clearly delineated .
territory of Francois. We then see Francois turn and notice Francoise
through the little window in his helmet as she stands by the deor look~
ing lost. Francois then removes his helmet and his gloves and goes to
greet her. This removal of clothing 1s a physical and visual correlative

~to the psychological process of opening one's self that Carne will use
) throughout the film with all four characters.

Later in the film, when Francols goes. to Francoise's house at night,
Carne continues to underline the psychological processes that are occure
ring with architectural metaphors, especially with his use of doorways
and windows. Francoise meets Francois at her door where they talk for a
while before she invites him in. He remarks that this is the first time

. in the three weeks that they have known each other that-she ever has N
-extended this invitation. The twn of them then go through the door, and
it shuts behind them. They are now alone in the private environmental
space of Francoise. The camera then trucks along the street, and we see
the two of them through a window. We see them but are not yet allowed
to join them. The next shot finally brings us inside. We, like Francois,
do not havg an easy time of entering either the physical or psychological
2532252 space of Francoise. - . _ C

Once inside the room we see that it is cluttered and obstructed with

a maze of hanging sheets. Francoise moves behind an ironing board and
continues to iron a small collar for her dress, which she tells Francois
she 1s going to put on. She then further withdraws back into the privacy
of her bedroom to change her clothes. Francois jokingly threatens to
come back into the room with her, but he is forced to detour around the
hanging sheets and the ironing board. Francois is then able to meet him

. at the doorway. Again she is fully dressed. The end of this sequence,
Francois's exit, stands in strong contrast architecturally to his en-
trance at the beginning of the scene. He simply turns and walks across
the length of the room in a straight line, directly to the door, the way
to which is remarkably clear, goes through it and shuts it behind him.

The imagery of archjitecture and clothing of this sequence stands in
sttong contrast to Carne's use of visual space of Francois's entrance
. into Clar's room later in the film, Francois simply knocks on her door,
says "come in, come in" to himself, enters the room and £inds Clara
covering her nakedness only with a fragile shower curtain. Even this-she
lets drop easily away. C(Clar's private space is simple and unclutterecd,

Carne brings his four characters together fnto one place only once
in the film. It is at the cafe where Valentin and Clara are performing,
and Carne makes the most of the visual imagery implicit in the architece
ture of the set and the clothing of the characters.

This scene at the cafe occurs ilmmediately after the scene in
Frencoise's room, and it is our first introduction to Clara and Valentin.
I

’
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They are both onstage, the separateness of which has already been high-
lighted by the curtain dropping and rising three times, During their
act Clara suddenly walks off on Valentin, after first deliberately drop-
ping his hat, and leaves-him stranded on the stage. We then see her exit
from the door of the dressing room to the right of the stage, close the
door after her, and walk through the audience down the center aisle to
the bar in the rear. Here she joins Francois. )

At the end of Valentin's performance we watch Francoise rise from
her seat and then enter the dressing room through the same door by which
Clara had just made her exit, The characters are now architecturally and
R%ychologically rearranged. Francoils and Clara are together at the bar;
Francoise and Valentin are together in the private space of his dressing ‘
room.

. Fa
Vhen Francoise and Valentin leave the cafe together, Carne makes a

’ point of following both of them with the camera so that we see them go

through the main door and shut it after themselves. The two couples have
first been architecturally rearranged and then separated., Carne further,
emphasizes this rearrangement by showing us in a single shot Francoise
and Valentin outside on the street while at the same time we see Clara and
Francois through the window at the bar.

Valentin 1z the one character In the film whose private space we.
never see, Francoise eanters his dressing room, but we don't follow her.
In a sense this is a negative use of visual space. Moreover, later in
the film Carne makes a point of Clara catch him listening at the keyhole
to her door. .

~

g The final striking bit of architectural imagery that Carne employs
occurs near the end of the film, Francoils is still besieged in his room,
and he pushes a heavy wardrobe across his doorway to reinforce it, He
now has a double door to his room, one covering the other, as he with-
draws deeper and deeper into his isolation.

L

The clothing imagery, the area of the second circle, runs parallel
to the architectural imsgery in the film. Francois, as we have seen,
removes his protective armor when he first meets Francoise in the factory.
His basically simple outfit of a simple pullover shirt remains unchanged
throughout the film until the very end, ' It is orly then that we see him
in a black leather jacket, a visual reinforcement to the ultimate re-
treat back into himself, his suicide. .

We have already seen the differences in the clothing of the two
women. Francoise is fully dressed in her room and even adds some clothing.
Clara is covered only by a shower curtain when we first see her, which
she almost immediately lets drop. The other important clothing scene for
the two women 1s at the cafe, Francoise never removes her overcoat while
Clara 1s dressed only in scanty black tights,

Finally, Valentin is the most clothed of all. Except for the brief
time on stage in his costyume, we never see him in the film without his

topcoat. Even as he 1lies dead in the room of the concierge, he 1is fully
clad. ) .
eSS | '
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The two areas of clothing and architectural or environmental
space are the mailn sources of the visual Imagery for Carne in Le Jour
Se Leve. Right ffcm the opening Sequence, as Valentin manages, although
mortally wounded, to close Francois's door behind himself, Carne's use i
of visual space is to support the isolation of ‘the characters. They
shift both physically and psychologically, but they somehow never connect.
They are as alone at the beginning of the story as they are at the end.

Expanding Space -« Luis Bunuel's Nazarin

Luis Bunuel made Nazarin in Mexico in 1958. The film documents the
life of a simple priest serving a small town in the country, who is either
courageous or foolish in his stubborn insistence in following the literal
messaga!of the Gaspels.

Bunuel puts his hero, Nazarin, in a situation where he 18 forced
to leave his simple life in his home parish and make his own way 1in the
world while still trying to live up to his strict principles. He is
sorely tried, but keeps his integrity despite no liccle swffering.

The basic image of the film 1is that-of & pilgrimageaor j;Erney,
a common one in Bunuel's films, and the resultant narratiye foim is large-
ly picaresqge. The journey-of the priest in his exile ia also & psycho- \
logical or- spiritual one, and it is .this interior journey of the priest ‘
that Bunuel cleverly supports by a consistent use of architectural imagery.
The visual space of the film and the personal horizon of the priest /
constantly grow wider and deeper, as the film progresses. The horizon Of'
Wazatrin's vision {(as well as that of the audience) begins in the claus-
trophobic atmosphere of his room and ends on the endless expanse of the
plain in the last scene, '

Ve are first introduced to Nazarin at the beginning of the film as
a disembodied voice offscreen callimg to a woman in the cramped plaza
where the film opens. When We first see him, it is through . he window
to his room which opens onto an almost totally enclosed veranda. He is
conversing with some townspeople through this window, which is waist
high and guarded by heavy wooden shutters. We then come to learn that this
window is the primary passageway to his room, which must be climbed-through
with some difficulty. Although Nazarin indicates that there Is a door to
his room, we never see it on the sctreen, and, moreover, he mentions that
it is rarely used. . -

R

—

Three striking aspects of visual space characterize Bunuel's dramatic Y
treatment of the priest in the early part of the film. First, he never

“deliberately touches anyone, although there are situations where this could

noxrmally be expected. Secondly, he never appears without his black soutane
tightly closed at the neck, even when he washes. Thirdly, and perhaps

most significantly from an architectural point of view, he never apprears
outdoors. The three locations in which we see him on screen are in rooms
where either the windows are shut or non-existent or they open onto other
enclosed spaces. _ /
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When he first appears on the open road at the beginning of his
exilic pilgrimage, two of these threé situations are radically and
immediately different. First, -he is out doors in the largest expanse of
space wé have geen thus far in the film, and, secondly, he 1is dressed
completely in white.

As the journey progresses, he is gradually denudad, first his ehoes
to 2 poor old man, then his hat which he loses in a fight. 1lie 1s atso
frequently touched, first by a stone thrown in scorn, then tenderly- by
one of the two women who have followed hiwm into exile, .as she sits next
to him and leans her body softly against his. Finally, he is beaten by
a pair of thugs in the prison where he and his party are held overnight
and then held and .comforted by a mysterious kindly thief, who rescues
him from his tormentors.

From the beginning of the journey until the last scene on the‘arid
plain Buuuel lets us sea further and further out to the horizon. The
town plaza from which the pilgrimage began ia narrow and cramped, more
like a teriement backyard than a town square. Enclosed by'the steep ver-
tical structures of the surrounding buildings it is dark and full of
shadows, The plaza we see at the end of the film is open and wide. The
low squat buildings surroundings it are mostly white and set well back
from the wide flat well, which stands at the center of the plaza\ Even
the prison in which Nazarin is held overnight has a huge barred window
with a good view of the outside., Compared to his room which we saw at
the beginning of the film it is almost totally open. .

Bynuel's carefully emplgyed architectural imagery of gradually
expanding space in Nazarin provides a subtle, though integral, visual

‘correlative to the spiritual journey of the priest. This architectural :

imagery is supported and complemented by the imagery of touching and
states of dress. As with any well crafted film the imagery in Nazarin
flows naturally along with the narrative, quietly supporting it, yet
never obtrusively calling attention to itself. The simplest.and most
natural of human situations are carefully selected and woven together to
form an imaginative supportive pattern of visual space to the dramatic
development of the film.

Repressive Space Francoi; Truffaut's The 400 Blows -

The opening sequence of The 400 BElows haa always puzzled me, It
introduces us to the streets of Paris with a series of long trucking
shots that, except for some brief glimpses of the Efffel Tower in the
background, allow us to see only the upper stories of the biildings
along the streets. What this sequence meant visually only became clear
when I began to notice the architectural imagery that runs throughout
the filﬂlo

Francoia Truffaut is presenting us here with a film on repreasion,
and his use of visual space consistently reinforces his theme. The
environmental space is the film is, save for four eXceptions, claustro=

" phobic, These four exceptions, which are the only times in the film
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where we gre able to see further than & few hundred feet into the dise
tance, stand out in strikiag contrast to the rest of the film, The
.first occurs in the opening sequence mentioned above, The second is the
brief glimpse of the Parisian rooftops we get as Antoine and his friend
Rene run down the steps of Sacre Couer while they are playing hookey.
The final two distant vistas occur near the end of the film, Rene mount-
ing his°bicycle 'in front of the reform school, and the famous last scene
_.of Antoine on the seashoreé,

The enviro ental or architectural imagery of Truffaut is primarily
demonstrated throughout the £ilm in his selection of locations, Almost
two thirds of the film {s spent indoors, -The major exception to these
indoor locatiods is the scenes in the street, and these are 'shot either
at night wheie!a small physical space is careved. out of the darkness or
in tight physical quarters surrounded by the close vertical structures
of the buildings. -

Three specific locations, the school, the Doingl apartment, and
the prison occupy more than half the f£ili, In each location, which is
claustrophobic to begin with, Truffaut fyrther encloses the space,

The school where we first meet Antoine is enclosed by a thick wall.,
The schoolroom itself 15 dark and cramped with no view to the outside
either through the windows or the door, [This first sequence with Antoine
ends with him being even further enclosed, While the rest of the class
is allowed outside to the enclosed courtyard for recess, Antoine is
punished by having to stand behind a wooden partition in the fromt of
the classroom,

Ve next -see Antoine gt home in the Doinel apartment. Truffaut
delineates its limited size by a number of visual cues, The living room
table doubles us Antoine's desk. He does not have his own room but gsleeps
in & small snteroom in a cacoon~1like sleeping bag. The couch on*which he
' sleeps so blocks the door that it only can be partially opened, and
passage through the room can only be achieved by stepping over the couch,

When the three members of the Doinel family are all together in the
apartment, they are forced to brush against each other in- order. to move
about, The ironic counterpoint to all this architectural repression is
the auto club posters that hang on the walls, magic amulets invoking ghe
charms of the open road, which the Doinels are never to see, This auto
club poster imagery is highlighted by a banner, which Monsieur Doinel
has brought home, VWhen he unfurls this trophy to his frustratéd enthu~-
siasm, it takes up practically the entire length of the apartment and
forms an obstacle under which Madame Doinel must peevishly stoop on her
way to the kitchen, .

Truffaut further represses the private space of Antoine by having
him descend the stairs of the tenement with the garbsge. Just, as he
reaches the bottom, the lights which are on a time, go out leaving him
in total darkness,

|
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The third major location where' Truf faut gradually compresses the
\ already claustrophobic space is the police station. Truffaut.will spend
more than 1/7 of the film e; the longest uninterrupted period of time N
in any location in _ the fi Antoine {8 f£irst taken to a small room at
thie station, then placed 1n a small detention cage where he is forced
to sleep on the floor. Then later he is cramped even more severely as he
is joined in the cage by a group of prostitutes.

The final location in the film is the refoxm school. Truffaut has
one final architectural irony here. The opening shot at this location
shows the inmates marching outside to the playing fields. ‘We then'see a
group of small children, presumably those of one of the caretakers, being
locked into an outdpor cage to protect them from the influence of the .
fomates. This final touch underlines the entrapment of everyone.in the
film. No one, save for the clever Renk, escapes.

The last sequence of the film, Antoine's escape frém the school down
the long road to the open expanse of the sea, is architecturally signife«
icant from a number of points of view.| First, the eye 15 allowed to
travel in this shot for both the furthest distance and for the longest

amount of time.
fleeting moments.

The previous glimpses into che;di§tance are only for

Secondly, it 18 the

irst. time we see water, and it is

a good guess judging from Antoing'

s surprised expression that it is also

the first time he has ever seen the ocean. Finally, the freeze frame
that ends the film has Antoine looking back. The meaning of this|posture
and the use of the cinematic technique are still ambiguous. but they
certainly don't 1nd10ate clearly that Antqine has found a final escape.
Up until this point he has at least been ableto run with some sehse of
. relief. The freeze frame makes the strongisuggestion that even Ahtoine
has. come to the painful realization eof the 'futility of it all.
Y ; | \
’ Truffaut's treatment of Antoine's loyal friend, Rene, provides an
interesting contrast in the use of architectural metaphor. Rene’s home
i1s a large apartment with a huge playroom. Truffaut emphasizes che unique
spatial characteristics pf .he playroom by a cemera placement chac is
singular in this particular'film, The camera is placed high in tne corner '
of the room to emphasize the height and depth of this environmenlal area
of childlike escape. !

Rene is also the one who leads Antoine out into his brief flings at
freedom in the aarly parts on the film and who i3 with him on the steps
of Sacre Couer when We get one of our brief glimpses into the distance.
Finally, he is the one outside the glass door of the reform school while,

., Antoine is trapped inside with his face pressed toythe glass. The last we
see of Rene is as he mounts his bicycle in front o}‘the'walls of the re-
form school and starts to ride down the long, clea;\road we see stretching
before him.

A few other examples of visual space might be méntioned here that
support the theme of the film. The interviews in thel film are very im=
portant. All three of the main characters, Antoine, his mother, and his

. 1 .
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father are subjected to interviews, a highly formalized type of .social
intercourse in which one person has complete psychological superiority
over the other. The important point here is tliat by-the use of this
simple device, which involves the third area of visual space, Truffaut

shows us the total atmosphere of repression that pervades uhe film and
a11 its characters. .

There is also the instances of body contact which support the theme
of the film, These are mainly the .instance of Antoine's father slapping
him in the schoolrotm, his mother bathing him, and the police photographe~
roughly twisting his face for the mug shot. All these minor events are
integral to the psychological relationships being expregsed. ]

Ao ) -

The architectural imagery and the use of vi\ﬁai space in Bunuel's
Nazarin was one of gradual expansion. Truffaut's v sual imagery is pre=-
dominantly one oﬁ repression, which ends in a final frustrated burst.

\

Psychotic Space + John Boorma;{s Point Blank
\ - .
John Boorman's Point Blank was %eleased in 1967 and)for the most part
was received as a rather gratuitous exercise in excessive vielence. The
film, which stars Lee Marvin, Angfe Dickinson and Kegfian Wynn,-  is indeed
a violent one, but there is an eerie quality to its /dramatic development
that makes it unique.
~ !
- The narrative movement of'*he film follows Lee Marvin ‘on a mission
. of reverige against a vaguely defined hierarchy in a crime syndicate.
.Marvin seeks out and destroys éach one of them in ascending order in his
quest to EEt back a sum of money that he claims is rightfully his.

On the surface the story 1s a common enough plot for a blood and guts
gandter film. Boorman's use of architecture in the \film, however, giyes
us subtle hints that something else is going on. In'Point Blapk 1ike Eﬁ
Jour Se Leve the film begins and ends in the ssme 100&§10n- In Carne's
film this device 1s ysed to indicate that most of the tory has taken
place in Francois's mind. He recalls through flashbacks the dramatic
events that have led up to his predicament. In Point Blank we hegin and
end with the same location, the deserted interior of Alcatraz. Boorman's
point here is similar .to Carne's but with a slight twist, ias we ghall see
presently,

The £ilm begins with the betrayal of Marvin by a conspiracy of his

‘rife and his best friend. He 1s shot at point blank range with a high

"liber pistol and left to die in one of “ghe deserted cells of Alcatraz.
fhen under the titles we see a series of shots of the physical:obstacles
that Marvin fust overcome to make his escape from the prison. He is seen
in most of them, but it is significant that he never moves in any of them,
Indeed he seems to be on the point of dying in his tracks.. The final shot
in this sequence shows him floundering in the water while the soundtrack
lets us heur the voice of a girl detailing. the fact that no one has ever
escaped from this island fortress. We then cut to Marvin on a tour boat
and learn the voice of the girl complete with a delayed echo is the voice
of the tour guide. el
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The visual or verbal explanatiop of how Marvin overcame his spatial
predicament is a masterpiece of ambiguity. Throughout the film this pattern
of architectural obstacles clearly presented and then almost casually -
ignored ignored is repeated several times, as Marvin carries out. his
series of individual revenges.

Another prime example of this pattern is Marvin s revenge against his
forher best friend and betrayer. This character names Mal Reese has been
placed as bait. by the syndicate in the penthouse tower of an apartment
hOUBE, which has been practically converted into & fortress. Armed thugs
guard each entrance on the ground floor and surround the penthouse itself.
Boorman uses & series of shots with the camera tilted up at an extreme
angle to emphsasize the dominance of the building. He also has at least
two of the charactefs say that while Marvin might get in, he will never
get out., H

Marvin first sends Angie Dickinson up to the penthouse tu distract
Reese's attention. He then creates another diversion involving the police
to distract the attention of the guards on the ground floor. The next
scene shows Marvin tying up .two guards just outside the penthouse window.
He then is able to catch his betrayer literally with his pants down.

The use of personal space here is also interésting., Earlier in the
film we had seen Mal Reese practically pin Marvin to the floor while
shouting in his face begging for his help. The obvious sexual connations
of this physical position is repeated but in the opposite posture, ds
Marvin straddles the naked Reese in the penthouse and pyes the gun’ to his
head.,

Marvin has caught his enemy both physically and psychologically
stripped, the perfect situation for revenge. The friend, helpless and
naked before his wrath winds up going over the edge of the roof. The
scene ends with Marvin looking down after him whileswe hear the voice 'of
one of the guards call out. The next scene with Marvin shows him making
good his escape in the basement of the spartment house. When we consider
that Marvin had repeatedly been warned that though he might get into the
fortress, he would never get out, this sbrupt cut stretches our credibi- .
licy. .

This basic pattern is repeated throughout the film. Marvin's
enemies, &8s he progresses up the criminal hierarchy, are cocky and self
assured, - They have taken great pains to physically prutect themselves, the
architgctural details of which the director, John Boorman, has delineated
with some detail. Each time, though, Marvin overcomes these obstacles
with 8 highly underdetailed architeéctural explanation.

9 |

Marvin's reaction to each success is not aigloating self satisfaction,
but rather 2 sense of puzzlement. In hiz physical actions, which range
from everything from kicking an adversary in the groin to pistolwhipping
a bodyguard into bloody submission, he is straightforward -and _decisive.
Vhen he pauses after each act of violence, he appears to be bemusedaand
disoriented. His only response to these recurrent states of confusion is—

further violent physical action. Mﬁﬁhhﬁ“““uﬁ“
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The film finally ends with Marvin's meeting Wynn, who turns out to
be Mr, Big, back at Alcatraz yhere the whole thing began, There is some
last minute double dealing, as there has been in every step up the line,
a shot rings out killing Carroll 0'Connor, and Marvin simply disappears,
The disappearance takes place in two separate shots each showing Marvin
progressively disappearing into the shadows.

Boorman's architectural imagery in Point Biank ig one of the most
imaginative since The Cabinet of Dr, Caligari in reflecting a disturbed
state of mind, 1In Caligari/ this mental disturbance is reflected by the
deliberate distortion of the sets. In Point Blhuk it is shown by the
architectural illogic -which is typical of a dream or fantasy. The phys~
ical structures argxéividly presented on the screen, The actual barriers
they present aye then simply ignored by the dreamer who simply skips to
the ultimate objecc of his fancasy in this case the wreaking of revenge.

Basicalf//lchis spatial illogic is a three step process, contemplation
of the vic m, overcoming the obstacles between the subject and the victim,
and the final execution of the revenge. In each instance the first and
the last steps are both clearly detailed, but the second step is simply
ignored as in a fantasy or a dream.

I mentioned above that Point Blank like Le Jour Se Leve begins and
ends in.the same location. In Carne's film this device is used to show
that the action of the film takes place in the hero's memory., In Point

Blank Boorman uses tEe same device to tell us that the whole violent
story of revenge we avé just witnessed takes place in the frenzied *
imagination of Lee Marvin, as he lies dying of the gunshot wound he

. received at the geginning of the film. The architectural illogic of the

film has been structured by the psychotic dedire for revenge in Marvin's
fevered imagination. The periodic bemusement of Makvin, which we referred
to above, can be seen as r.flecting the struggle between fantasy and real-

.ity in his dying brain..

The film is rich in other imaginative uses of visual space, and it
would take a disproportionate amount of space in this brief paper to
detail them all here. Hopefully, a short listing will suffice, Touching
is very important in the film both in the violence that Marvin wreaks
on his enemies and the physical contact between him and his wife, Angle
Dickinson, arid the office secretary., The clothing of the actors is also
important. Marvin's meeting his wifie to be on the waterfront is a master-
plece of visual irony when you conttast their states of dress. What we
hear on the soundtrack suggests a tender meeting. What we gee on the -
screen is closer t6 a gang rape. e frequent violence done to personal

- space; especially the scene at the bar with the black singer and the

rupturing of the personal space of authority by Marvin, is a key visual
element in the film which is almost always a prelude to physical violence
and death, Finally, there is the violence involving machines, partic~

uldrly automobiles and planes and the violence they wreak on normal

human intercourse. 7Twice at least in the film the characters can't hear

one another due to machine noige.
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A Final Note

I feel that the concept of visual space has helped me considerably
to come to terms with visual style in films. Space in motion pictures,
though, almost necessarily demands a serious and parallel discussion of
time. In a sense time in films can be critically translated into time
by footage counts to détermine dramatic emphasis. This is not the last
word, though, ana I feel more work has to be done in this area

Two areas of time in films, which would appear to demand much more
emphasis than I have given them, would be editing and cameYa movement.
I would like to pursue them further for their obvioius contributions to
visual style. :

LY

* Finally, I also feel that the concept of visual space can be prof-
ably applied to nmon-representational films like Allures or even Bley-
Shut. Such an approach might be an analysis of negative values, how we
are disoriented by such cinematic styles, but I suspect that it would
be very profitable nonctheless.
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CINEMA AS A HUNANITY: AN OBJECTION To NARROWNESS d

Charles h. liarpole S,
New York University -

Dedicated, with humility, to the memovy of George Amberg

L L)
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"A work of -art produces insight. To experience it is to
become different. If not wiser, at least more human."l
0. B. Hardison

The massive, organized, long-term study of cinematic art has really Jjust
begun., Some of the best statements on cinems have already been made, but

—r— — ]

. deeper study of film is just riow beginning to leave off scratching on the
cave wall. At such a point, at the beginnings of the study of a new art, a
student of cinema is sometimes overly impressed with his "pioneering" role:
the urge to be an Aristotle is very great. And perhaps I am indulging ™
myself herc in thinking that one ghould (or can?) point the course of the
study of an art, Nevertheless, I believe that it needs to be safd that the
most essential and fmportant value of cinema to people who experiience the
art is the not~of ten-stated fact that, as an art, cinema is humane and that _
- the éppreciatiqn and study of the art of the cinema is humanistic.

The humanistic in cinema studies deals with the essence of art: the
human condition, with what it meams to be human, with the truth of life, with
the artful reflectifon of and statement gbout Man. Humanistic cinema com=-
mentary concentrates on, for example in RAMPARTS OF CLAY, the theme of man'’s
rebellfon and submission, on the nece. /ity to resist and to Yield to civi-
lization's demands, and on the very human problem of when to do which. Fluid
camera movement, the aptness of mise en gedne, how many close-tps are used,
and such like observations are and qpoulﬁ"ﬁﬁ"élearly secondary to consider-
ations of the humanistic qualities of such a film (or any film). This 'is
not to say that a shot analysis, for example, has no place in the study of
cinema. In fact, in general, much humanistic discourse depends upon some
study of the prosody of film as well as perhaps a hundred other detailed
technical and structural considerat@ons. But, we must hone our-sensibpility
along with our sense of the art. Certainly, too, the "content” or theme of
a work is not the only consideration in humanistic study. Within a Humanistic
context the separation of content from rhythm, structure, and style is as
artificial as the separation of artist and scientist. (The true é§3z:t and
true scientist are both dealing with expanding the outer fringes of human-
ity's perception of reality.) : f

f
4

Yet, the direction of the study of films shoulu lead toward & discern-
ment of the workings and thinkings of Man. Art never has truly existed for
art's sake alone nor should the study of an art ever turn in on itgelf and
study itself (as the study of literature has tended to do, for example).

When the serious student of film, and by student I mean one who is a lover,

a participator, a careful wetcher, and an artist (or an aspiring one at
least) of film, begins to concentrate his attention and writing solely on

the kind of film stock used or how line relates to form in a sample shot or
comment of this kind, then cinema study is as dead and equally as useful as
the Latin language and cinema commentary will become a Self-perpetuating body
that will be continuously beside the point. 112
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. Trio dominant critical "stands" seen in the body of writings about film--
f art as process and art as finished theme--are central to a discussion of
cinema as a humanity. That 1s, a part of the problem 15, to find just the
right degree of comprehensiveness of approach and a criticel stance and lang-
uage to discuss cinema as a humanity. Thoge critics who choose to talk about
film in one sense, as finished weaning, often degenerate into literal dis-
cussion of plot summaries or the relative aptness of the- casting of a star

in 80 and so yolée. A quasi-New Critical analysis of film resuits, fre-
quently, as can be seen-in Kael, Sarris, and Agee for example. In the other
sense, film as process, critics stand in the queasy ground of the visceral

of pop-art sensations ard/or in the realm of the as yet hopelessly ambiﬁa~
lent. (See as typical Ehrenstein's article in The New American Cinema®for a
pugnacious rejection of the "theatro-~literary" tradition. '2) And worse

even, at least today, the members of these two camps glare at each other
.disdaining the “too literal" “theatre" qualities of one side and the "mean- -
ingless"” qualities of the other. The truth is, however, that neither of
these directions of critical inquiry is bad in itself, but, pushed to
extremes as 1s so often the case, both of these critical directions fail in
their isolation to bring their limited views to bear-on the universal and
humanistic qualities of art.

For example, on the one hand, chere is good reason to follow tihe argu-
ment that, as Shklovsky says, "drt ie a way of z%permencing the artfule
- nese of an vlL,zet; the objeet is not important.’® That 1s, art is the
- ..process of perception as an aesthetic end. This idea would allow as art
~ all sorts of films, such as Kubelka's ARNULF RAINER, which in no valid
stretch of the imagination can be classified as a film vhich speaks to
and/or .about man qua man. The value of ARWULF RAINER is embodied in the
experiencing of the mathematical symmetry/asymmetry- in the relationships
among sound, silerice, white, black, and grey. Thus, the film has power
but no emotion nor wmeaning. The film has been compared to mugic and yet .
- msic, great music, has both power and emotion and, yes, even meaning (in
the contexc of the word as used here).

Then, on the other hand of the issue here, there 1s the demand for
weaning, many times symbolic meaning, much in the way of the New Critics"
view of literature. That is, a work must have logical meaning and thus an
analyzable structure, a-system of symbolic codes, snd a completeness ia and
of itself. The work must not need to reach beyond itself, in a fajor way,
to "complete' itself. All one needs to bring to such a work is a general
knowledge of the world and of man so that one can supply the “glven” of
analogles-~zetaphiors. The knovm or “given" will then supply the information
for the understanding of cthe unknown which #s the meaning to be recelved
froz tne symholic in the work. Yet, from this critical direction, wissing
is consideration of the emotive power of the vigual pictures and, many
times, a discussion of the essences of the cinemati¢: (I am thinking in
particular at this monent of Agee on Film, Vol. I despite its solidicy as

it 1s for vnat it 1is.) I

In suu, then, as Gene Youngblood says, "From the cinena we recelve
conceptual information (ideas) and [aesthetic]) design information (experi-
ences)."4 Yet, in detail, what are the critical assumptions and '‘working
bases” wiiich g¢eal with the expericuie and the ideas? : ;
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.perception 18 going on. But can thie be the case in art? It seems rather,-

" -Artistic cinema 15 "the process of perception [as] an aesthetic end
in itself”? and if this statement 1s true and a final word on the subfect,
then a part of the result of thie approach is bound up in the necessity that
each art object must exist slone, beyond any other context. That is, when ~
art exists only for its own sake, it need not have any expressive value or
neaning beyond the tiny world of any one work. Films that are only imtricate
in design or structure; only require an audience’s witnessing of the works'
existences; or depend on the audience td supply much of the "matter" of
any artistic experience pessible from them are clearly not works of art.
Baldze says, for example, that the "art-for-art's-sake toying"” by the post-
World Var I European "avantgardiste" ended up in the blind alley of the
'BUbieB{:fBB' 'absolute film' style...” which lesds to Vfrustration and

emptiness."”6 'Mindmalist art,” for further example, can be seen as the
advent of the artist as a "suggestor” who lays down a very thin tissue of
a work that the audience can then "make of it what they will" and thue the
situation makes the gudience "artises" aleo. Gene Youngblood gives an
incisive comment to this point:

\Qge viever is forced to create along with the film, to

interpret for himself whet he 1s experiencing. If the
-information (either concept or design) reveals some

' previously unrecognized aspect of tne viewer's relation
to the circumambient (niverse--or provides ldnguage with
which to conceptualize old realities more effectively--
the viewer_re~creates that dlecovery along with the
aredst....7 [icalice nine)

If Youngblood 1s correct, the artist is then a "supgestor" whe necese-
itates hie audience-cum-artiste to create because and while the process of

that the “artist as suggestor” is to the true artist just as & "bull session"
is to a session of true Socratic teaching. The word artist carries with it
the idea of "artifice" and of "maker." And it eeems that, by definition,

a work of art is a fully wrought, created, and completed thing. Of course,
the problem 1s central to that "old" question, "How doés & poem know when

it 18 finished?" Perhaps when (ae has been suggested to me) its rhythm ie
played to a conclueion, is satisfied, a poem is finished. But, this answer
includes a completion and a completeness in gnd of the art object “itself.
After all, it is the artist's duty to 'make ue see,” and, while the "seeing”
often requires strenuous work on the part of thée. audience, the seeing ie

not to be left to chance and whim. An art work 18 an ordered whole. Thus,
eritical views which see potentially arcistic filme existing independently

of frames of reference other then their own and relying on the audience, for
and by itself, to create meaning are not writinge of criticism of art.

Without seeing the expansive frames of reference and tensely compacted
meanings, a critical stand can have little to do with the humanistic, which
ié universal and cosmic, and must be limited to the pereonal, at best, which
is transitory and localized. .

Many times the use of the ides that "cinema 1s a process of perception'
as & critical base if coupled with an excessive and zealful bias against
words. Granted that a great part of the essence of even modern cinems is
isval, the role of words 18 gtill important. Can we think without worde?

t 18, going down to the most basic level of human intelligence, it 1is
possible to be conscious and even gware without verbalization, but it ie ™
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not possible to know that ome is conscious or what one is aware of without
words~-be they used in the mind, sub-vocalized, spoken, or written. Infor-
uation can be received by thé mind through pictures but no cognitive sense
or use can come of that information unless it is encoded into words. Pic~
tures can, without words used at any point, cause involuntary emotional and
physical states and changes in us and thus it is only on the level of the

visceral that pictures--films-~can affect us without words. (And even as
soon as we think of the emotion or speak of it, we use words.) Thus to
reject words in the realm pf cinema, leaves one with only the visceral.

Let us see agpecific example in painting: One looks at a canvass
painted entirely in reds and has spiked shapes. One feels a visceral Eesponae
of anger. One reaches for/meaning beyond "anger” and, finding nothing, moves
on. However, one looks at a green swirling vertical shape, heavily piled
with paint; feels tension, fear, and awe; looks further for meaning and
finds the torsion of the torture and confusion of a human search and an
aspiration of an answer: Van Gogh's cypresses evoke feeling and meaning.
Thig is not to say that the visceral has no place in the artistic experience,
but rather that visceral feeling is a step (likely a necessary one) in the
totality of art. In the study of films, the visceral is given great weight
among some critics, more than it deserves. Not only is the visceral unde~
pendable communication but, stopping there, it is a shunt which bypasses
the higher reaches of feelingful mental pleasu:!e. Real and final artistic
appreciation occurs in the mind.

Art reaches to the human heart, touches it. and inflames it, which in
turn brings the mind into action producing the complete artistic experience.
The experience is a myatety which can only be explored but never solved .
like a problem., It is a profound sense of feeling and, most of all in the
end, a.profound\hense of /knowing. Art engenders man's passion and infuses
his wind with meaning. Xt is in this world of passion and’ then knowledge
that man really lives and it is feeling and knowing (as vérbs) and not
emotion ve8. reason (as nouns) that is at the center of humanity. and a .
humanity. From where is "this unusual state...[resulting from art] to be
found? If it is not solely the work of the rhythms and the beat, wha
the work of? The answer would seem to have to be: of the meaninga."
Cinema studies must reach for the humanistic quality in films if ic, aa a
study, is to have any meaning for man. Students of sinema must look, ulti-
mately, for the connotative meaning in their art beyond its own sake and
beyond their oum sakes'. \

In the context of a humanity, artistic cinepma|commentary must be
approached in broader terms than the view that value comes only from a -
process of perception of a work that -does not enlarge beyond itself. Too,
alﬁhough the vigceral is a powerful force in the cinematic art, it can not
be an end since the visceral lacks expressive meaning and universality.
Pilmic axt maintains its ultimate value to mankind by speaking clearly
and expressively about Man.

~

™~

. Seeing cinema as having either no or only a "plot-like" moral or
message 18 a limited view of the art since expressive values are ignored.
This limited idea is based, in part, on the notion that cinema is a body of
artifacts. An artifact can be treated as a cut-and-dried thing from which
litcle expresaive humane value can come. The humanistic allows for a
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pluralistic posture as opposed to the idea of an artifact. A film artifact
is an object that results, say, from an industry that produces it, from
critics who gee all films on an equal level, and from a treatment of the
artifact as an extension of the maker's personality alone.

To consider a man's work as an extension of his personality is both
true (in a very basic psychological sense) and a most damaging critical
assumption. Thia assumption particularizes a work to such an extent that
the work ceases to te operant in any world or matrix of ideas except its own,
In effect this assumption says, "Here is only the state of one man's mind
at one time without extension.” It 1is possible that a work can take on the
name of art and remain so peculiarly particularized? Certainly, on one
level, every work of art is an extension of its maker's personality and
from this knowledge can come an idea of a continuous style within the body
of one man's work. But when the tracing of this strain of personality
becomes the beginning and the end of film criticism, we have descended (as
Andrew Sarris admits with the title of his book, Confessions of a Cultist)
to cultism and are mistakenly studying the art maker instead of his works.
This error is a decidedly anti-humanist approach to f£ilm (or any other art)
since, in its very assumptions as well as practice, it denies the quality of
universality. Andrew Sarris says that he has "a table of values that converts
f11m history into directorial autobiography.”® But art is more than auto~
biography.

The film-makers of the New American Cinema are particularly subject to
analysis on the basis that their works are ektensions or "outerings" of
their. innter depths. Paragraph 1 of "The Group's" First Statement says,
"l. We believe that cinema is indivisibly a personal expression.”l0 And
yet, while this Statement is typical of the sense of the critical approach
under discussion here, there is a great deal of difference between this
Personal expression...” and the slavish following of the postw-operative
comments of a film~maker discussing his work. It so happens that until
recently the only writers giving critical attention to the New American
Cinema were the filg-makers themselves. And a list of operating intentions
anrounced only after the fact (i.e., after filum works have been made)
has! become an explanacion and justification of finished works. Of course
works of art are "outerings of inner deépths” and “fndivisibly a personal
expression,” but this fact does not mean that critics can or ghould look -
the "depths” better to see the "expression.”" Studying the artist in

oo, today's habit of hanging on the words of a cannon of "established
"w-moBtly diractors--as they speak about their own worke is another
false trail set down by those, it seems, for whom interviewing a, "great”
director is a sensual thrill and who find a tape recorder infinitely more
easy tdyuse than their writing fingers or especially their mindé. Film
criticism has yet to focus on the essential act of artistic creation for
what it 18 and the study still, in many quarters, holds most valiantly

to the hope that a director will give some final, authoritative word of
what this or that film of his is “about." Art criticism never comes that
easy. For one thing, in the universal context, the director does not know
what he is talking about because he 18 (if we are dealing with a work of
art) smaller than his creation.
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Ona need open only. Filp Comment, Film Quarterly, InterView, Sarris's
Interviews with Film Directors or a host of other £ilm books and periodicals
to see that all kinds of film-makers are being asked, "What did your hus~ '
bands think about the movie?"ll or "What would you say was the theme of
the [your] £ilm?"12 And certainly the film-maker has a right to his opinion,
but when answers to such questions are given great, weighty consideration,
film criticism suffers proportionally. In sum, what is asked in these
interviews is vhat are the film-makers' methods and intentions in doing this
or that in their own works. However, these interviews can not take us
beyond a history of art making and biographical data.

: ; Q »
Criticism and aesthetic film study which hope to reach the humanistic
essences of an artistic filo work must go beyond method and artists’ .
intentions, Critical study would be,ﬁreatly simplified if the critic were
called on merely fo compare intentions of artists to their works and
applaud accordipg to greater degrees of agreement of artist and work.
This approach is limited in many ways but the over-riding limitation centers
on the nature of the artist. Fronm Classical Greece through the Middle
Ages, Romanticiem, and enlightened modern mental science comes the idea of
the artist as''maker" practicing his "techna"~-an artist who is inspired by
the gods or, in modern idiom, by unexplained mestal processes usually called
- intuition or genius. For one to deny the existence of this spark from the
non-conscious mind who kiln can fire an otherwise mundsne work into art is to
deny the very existence of art itself. The essence of art lies in intui-
tively perceived transcqugptal truth~-truth which ultimately cannot be
reached only with the rat{ohal mind. This “intuition" Part of human beings
has never been pinpointed and, thankfully, not dissected and thus cannot be
totally known. HNot being able to dissect artistic intuition, the critic
can never know the basic intentions (if such can be said to exist at all)
of an artist nor can the artist himself KNOW his intentions. In fact, after
completing a work, frequently he seems to surpass and ©f ten surprise himself.
Since the artist cannot know the full measure of his work, we should not
take the artist's statements about himself and his iftentions for a work
with such intense (if any) seriousness. Art transcends the man.

Where are we left then without artists' intentions to consider?

We are left yith the intent of the york of art, no small thing indeed.
Rather than ifurning to the artist, we must turn to the work to answer our
questions about it. What province of truth does the work claim as its
own? How serious i8 the york? What does the work claim it will gell us?
When these kinds of questions are asked and answers are proposed, then
analysis of film approaches from a valid perspective divorced from the
artists' perscnalities.

Seeing cinepa as an artifact also leads to a study of what are here
called "business making" films. These films callously use the star system
formula plots, super-publicity, and sepsationalism to promote and gell a
film to an audience. This kind of film is frequently a vehicle for a toney-
making star. But it is not the box-office grosses that mark these films as
much as the qualities within the films themselves. To turn so very seriously
to these films, as film students do, however, is tanamount to turning to
greetings cards for the serious study of poetry. The lofty doggerel that
gentimentalizes Christmas, Easter, jew Year, Mother's, Father's, and Birth
days is business-making verse. Why do we not see .literary critics turn to
this plentiful field for the study of the poet's art? And, why do film
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commpentators continue to take so eseriously the business-making films?

To put Brakhage and Bresson in the same context with ROSEMARY'S BABY and

THE LION IN WINTER; to put FACES, THE HOUR OF THE WOLF, and BELLE DE JOUR
along with THE CHARGE OF THE LIGHT BRIGADE (new), THE GREEN BERETS, COOL
HAND LUKE, and CLEOPATRA (see Sarris and Alpert, Film 68/69, for example,
among many other works) is to say that, in effect, if it i8s on film, it must
be good. An exaggeration, perhaps, but it is not so it the case of comparing
the serious study of businese-making films with the serious study of the

_ greetinge carde verse industry. The phrase “the movie industry' should™
tell ue something. (Why, by the way, aren't the framed~ready-for-your-wall
pictures for sale at the 'dime stores' snapped up by diecerning art critice
and students?) "Art" by industry is a near impossibility. Studying the

art of film by studying the films of industry is less an artietic and more
an economic and sociolosical adventure-

The trouble with this and other approaches may result from a zealous
urge to "legitimatize” film as Art; that is, to make films into artifacte
and artifacts that are "acceptable." Almost every serious film reviewer
from Sarris to the man on the local television chamnel goes to and reports
on all filme with expectations of Art (especially since "movies" have become
"£ilme" and now even '"cinema'). Thus every film ie considered, all too
often, on an equal level: as potential Art and not as a potential vessc¢i
of expreesive, intonational value. That ie, the expectation on Art with a -
capital A automatically places limite and boundaries on what a critic will
allow himeelf to see. A pood example might result from noting the division
between studente of the New American Cinema and students of other filme.
Predetermined ideas and labels often put blinders on what could be a /
. humanistic treatment of cinema 88 & body of artistic works. !

Fiims of all kinde are usually evaluated on nearly the same scale
eince, at least partly, the field of cinema study is too new to have devele-
oped coneietent ways of looking at gemres of film. Even eilent and sound
films or documentary and fiction f£ilms have not been truly delineated (if
these are the proper categories!) to the satisfaction of a majority of fi;n
students. Cloge study of £ilm in what for other arts are traditional waye
cannot functioa without categorization. Perhaps films are unique and should
not be put into anything like Senres, but some method must be found to *
refine the hodge-podge aesthetic that presently puts, for example, NANOOK
OF TH@,NORIH in the same critical bag with THE- GOLDEN COACH.

It hae been the intent of this paper to affirm the necessity of a .
broad and humanistic approach to cinema study. The objection to the narrow- . !/
ness ¢f some current views into cinema specified and exemplified herein ' !
purpoeively does not use such terms as "phenomenological,”" “behavioristic,"

"ontological," "Harxist," or "structuralistic" eince, many times, such ;
terme can insulate the negative (and positive!) aspects of the matrix of ’
ideas each carries as a "school™ of study. Of course, there are no final
angwers to the kinde of questions raiesed in this paper, but 8 note of
direction and caution must be sounded in our fast-growing dtudy. A look
at the failures and closed strictures of other disciplines such as literature
and economice should serve as a signal warning to the scholarly study of
cinema.

Humanietic study of films cannot be narrow: there is more to film than
auteurg or New ’merican Cinéma or westerns or nouvelle Vague or whatever.
Students of film must bring to all cinema an attitude, an approach, that !
sesks filmic essences, yes, but also that eigke expressive humane value.

1
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GOLARL'S PARADIGM ' .

Brian Henderson ;
Univacsity of California ac Saaca Cruz

Naar the end of Waziend oae of Godard's youny guerillas attenpis to reach
another by short-wave: “Battleship Potemkin calling Prisoner of the iesect...
Batcleship Potemkiu calling Prisoner of the besert....- + and, in a later
‘attampt: “Gosta Berliga ¢aktling Johnny Guitar....Gogia ngliqg calling Jobmay
Qgigg;..-.'. These sigaals nake up a sche.atic outline of the history of
narcative cineua, erbodying not just a chronological saupling but an analytic
soucepiion also. The four titles, in the arrangenent given, consciiuce an
iagenious paradigm ofltha expressive possibilities of narrstive cineua ané of

"the realizatiou of those possibilities over fou: de:ades.

First a dafinitioa of te;.s, perh'aps unnecessary. Prisoner of the Lesert
is the French title of John Fovd's The Searchexs (135¢). Johany Guitar (1¥5%)
is Mi_holas Ray's woody, rather fantastic love stovy and Western. TIhe Legend °'.
of-Gosta Berling (1J23) was the last Swedish<film of Liauritz Stiller and the
first fila of Greta Garbo. After Gosta Berling, Stiller' accowpanied Garko

to Holl{wood vhera hev career flourished and his crunbiad after a few N
efforcs . Potewkin (1¥25),' Eisenstein's second file, requires no identifi-

cacion. )
. ¢

How do these filus relate to 2ach other and in what sanse do they forn
a paradign? Paul leayersberg, in a review in dew Society, said this:

“'Batileship Potenkin calling The Sea:checs...’' To transe
late: ‘'Sergel Eisenstein calling Johm Ford'. The twin-
poles of filw scyle. iisenstein, the fornal, montage,
operatic direntor. Ford, the inforualy the invisible
cutting, the naturalistic director. Can they get toget-
her to save the cine.a (the world)°“3

tiayersberg is {more or 1ess4) :igh; as far as he goes but stopping where he
does renders his ranarks nore wmisleading Ehan helpful. *For one thing, he
onits essential and obvious differences between Eisenstein and Ford that
could not have been far from Godard s wind. Besides stylistic differences, -
the two directors are also at ‘opposite poles of ideology and dramaturgy.

Ford celebrates the founding of a civilization by the imposition of one
-people’s ‘will on another's; Eisenstein celebrates the overthrow of a civili-
zation by the dastruction of an iwmposed will. Ford stresses the differences
between the races or, at any rate, the subjugation of one race by another.
Eisenstein celebrstes the brother hood of races in the revolutionary act.

Ford films from the point of view of the colonizers-oppressors, Eisenstein
from that of the colonized-oppressedd., Finally, Eisenstein renounces '‘the
individualist conception 'of the bourgeois hero' (Filw Form, p. 16). in fsvor
of the collective hero, or mass as hero. Ford celebrates the individual hero,
his tenacity and skills, for his benefits to the colonizer-group.

A more serious limitation of Mayersberg's (truncated) schema is that
he does not consider the other half of the formula, Gosta Berling and Johnny

< 1it




\

| . .
‘ ( 191

Guitar.

In truth the similarities between Eisenstein and Ford are greater

and more important than thieir differerces.

Indead it is not their polarity

but the opposition betwzen the two of them on the one hand and Stiller and
i Ray on the other that pakes the paradigm interesting. Potemkin and Ihe

—- — earchgrg are not at differvent poles of cinema; in fact they speak che gag.e
language (just as Gosta Berling and Johnny Guitar do): they can talk to
each other. On the¢ other hand, The Searchers and Johnny Guitar, though
American Westerns made two years apart, have alnost nothing to dowlth each

- other. They exist in diffecent universes of cinema. 5
The cent:gl\eontrasc of Godard's paradggm way be expressed in terms of '
- several sets of dpposed qualities:
Potemkin-Searchers Berling-Guitar
Public. (Social) Private
Political Apolitical
, - Bpic - Dramatic /Poetic
/ . Qutdoors 4 Indoors
Locations . Sets )
Action oA - States of feeling
Masculine . Feninine
Fundamentally, Eisenstein and Ford are concerned with public problems, with
the progress and convuleions of civilizations and peoples. .Stiller and Ray
are concerned with the self and its conflicts, prinarily with the erotic.
Peoples, states, even groups have hardly any reality for them=-only as chey
irpinge on the self,
A distinction made bg Goethe, quoted by Rudolph Arnheim in regard to
YEpic and Dramatic Film,'’® is helpful here:
The epic poem preferably describes man as he acts odt=
wardly: battlzs, travels, any kind of eaterprise that
requires gome sensuous breadth; trapedy shows man led
toward the inside, therefore the‘plot of a genuine
tragedy requires little space.
\\\ /
bramatic filw, in Arnheim's sense} undertakes a particular problem and
proceeds step-by~step to its solution; one of its effects is suspense. The
. filwm epic, by contrast, reaches no solution: it is coficerned with the“unchang-

< ing conflicts of human existence.

Its form is static, it proceeds by string-

ing episodes in sequence.

At gome point the story ceases to continue,

The

Bearchers is a partial exception that proves the rule.

It is one of Ford's

greatest films precisely because its many episodes are united by 8 single
thread: the search for the girl and the mystery of. what happened to her.
Thus a keen dramatic tension is gsuatained through the filn's epical stages-«

the changes of seasons and the passing of years.
She Wore & Yellow

Many Ford films, such as

Riboon, are entirely episodic, with no unifying thread

whatever.

In a different manner Eisenstein also sought to coubine the epic

and dramatic (and lyrical } modes.

For him ideal filw art was epic in subject

and dramatic in treatment. Eisenstein himself explicitly identified montage
as "the dramatic principle®: \ -




ts2

According to this definition, shared even by Pudovkia

as a theoreticlan, montage is the wieans of unrolling

an idea wicth the help of single shots: the 'epic

principle. .
In ny opinion, however, montage is an idea that arises ~
from the collision of independent*shots--shota even..

opposite to one another: the 'dramatic’ pr:l.nc:l.ple.o s

]

By this theory, Ford's "lavisible editing,” the mere linkage of shots, is J

the true eplc style in cinena: The Searchers is an epic told epically,
Potemkin an epic'gg‘d drauatically.

Goota Berling and Johnny Guitar are dramatic films in Arnhein's sense.
They undercake a problem and procead to its solution. Above alt, they are
entirely concernad with the inward and in the intensity of this concern both .
works draw near to the coandition of poetry. In each film there is a specta-
cular fire. In the world of Eisenstein and Ford a fire is a coumunal cstas-
tzophe that threatens socievy itself. In Stiller and Ray the great fire is
entirely syubolic: 1t is an imsge of the self, specifically of that abolition
of the past which is necessary for life in the present.

! v

Generally speaking, epictfilm tends toward outdoor shooting in natural
locationg, drauatic/poetic film toward set design and studio work. Eisen-
stein and Ford are among the greatest outdoor directors in c&nema history,
Jicholas Ray is one of the unquestioned masters of interiors (stiller, in
Gdsta Berling and elsewhere, lent about equal emphasis to interiors and exter-
iors, but his g_x of relating characters to environment, indoors and out, is .
very like Ray's.) Poterk!in was filwed in the city and port of QOdessa ( and
in Sevastapol), where its events took place. The Searchers was shot iIn
Colorado and in lMonument Valley (Arizona), Ford's favorite location (first
used for Stagecvach). It is essential to the art of Eisenstein and'Ford that
they show the actual terrain whose struggles they are chronicling. Both are
masters at getting the dimensions’ of vast landscapes (and seascapes) into
their frames, at the same time organizing them in accord with & mythic/ideo-~
logical thesis, fuaing fact and symbol.

Potemkin to gh Searchers is & call from one place to another, literally
from ocean to desert.-~ It is a connecclion that we can picture. A call from
Gosta Berling to Johnny Guitar cannot be pictured, because these are not
places but states of mind. The cinema 0f Stillexr and Ray attempts to realize
incorporeal realms by virtue of concrete imageslO. The interior, the designed .
set, in the.r hands, suggests the inner, the psychological, the spiritual. v
Ray’s sets--snd color, light and shadow--for Party Girl (1958), his 1920's
gangster film, create not a period or location, but s realm of feeling. Both
GCosta Berling and Johnny Guitar hsve outdooir” seéquences of be.ty and power. - ‘

1
|

*

What is important, however, is that in both landscapes become extensions of
character. All of nature is a set expressive of thie or that huwan emotion.
ilo matter how vast th2 view behiind a character, he and his emotions obsess-
ively hold the frame and our attention. Analcgously, the lyric poet as well
as the eplc poet refers to ncean and plain, but he does so strictly as an
enlargement of the self, 3s an itew of personal color. In Stiller and Ray the
outdoor frame ie organized in regard to the character, never in regard to
nature itself. ilature has no independent existence or reality--it is called
inco being as coloration of human emotions.
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" paradigm, Just as Ford's usc of color added greatly to the realization of

i03

Another polarity between the two sets of films, less tangible than the
others, is that of rasculine and feminine., . Eisenstein and Ford present
wan's world and man's activities~-civilization-making in its colonial and
revolutionary stages. Woman holds an honored place in the world of each,
but in fact she 18 ignored., By contrast Stiller and Ray are directly con- .
cerned with woman-~as love cBject to be adored by the camera, as Garbo in
Costa Beriing and Joan Crawford in Johrny Guitar are, but also with wouan's
feelings and point-of-«view. Stiller and Ray, as.well as Eisenstein and Ford,
are nyth-makers, but they create myths of the erotic, legenda of the self in
quest of its love object. Not surprisingly, wen in Stiller and Ray are
different from men in Eisenstein and Ford. Eisenstein and Ford deal with
ren who take effective action, Stiller and Ray with men who disintegratell,
Gosta Berling is a defrocked ridnister whose life, though buoyed by the love
of women, is falling apart, Johnny-Guitar is a fast draw who cannot control
his gun and who has failed, in some unspecificd, unforgivable way, Vienna,
the woman he loves, Ford and Eisenstein have a certain heartiness, a fron-
tier cheerfulness. 8&tiller and Ray (in these filus anyway) tend toward the
uoody and the dark, A pall of inmobility and futility hangs over Gosta

Berling and Johnny Guiter,

There are many other similarities, parallels, differences among the four
films, some trivial, some not so, The Stiller and Eiseastein are, of course,
silent and in black-and-white, The Ford and Ray are in color and have sound;
The Scarchers is also in wide~screen (VistaVision), Thus a compendium of the
plastic and aural possibilities of cinema is realized in the paradigm, Appro-
priately, these technical advances are shown at work on both sides of the

.

outdoor reality and epic themes, 8o Ray's use of color (in Guitar and else-
where) preatly increased the expressivity of sets and interiors.

At the level of biography, Eisenstein, Stiller, and Ray came to cinena
through theatre, Ford began directly with cinema, Stiller nade his first
film in 1912, Ford in 1917, LEigenstein in 1924, Ray in 1949, The careers
of Stiller and Ray both reached premature, (in light of their talent) dis-
astrous ends in Hollywood. Several of the important films ¢of each were
heavily re-edited and/or finished by someone else, (Stiller's 1".e¢ TemPtress
(1925) and The Street of 8in (1927) were finished by another director; Ray’s
Tha True Story of Jesse James, Bitter Victory, Wind Across the Everglades,
The Savage Innocents, King of Kings, and 55 Days at Peking were all re-edited.)
Eisenstein also had serious career problems, including a fruatrated Holly~
wood project (his treatment of An American Traged¥) and collapse of his
cherished Mexican project, Que Viva iléxico, Also, Eisenstein was required
by Stalin to re-edit October so as to omit the role of Trotsky in the Bolshe-
vik Revolution, Despite these reverses, Eisenstein survived both Hollywood
and the first wave of Stalinism to make three more important featurea, for
the most part on his own terms, Alexander NevskY and Ivan the Terzible, I & II.
Ford seems the only one of the four to have had an untragic career--he held
an honored place in Hcllywood from first to last, But even he haa had films
re-edited, and said once that one was lucky in Hollywood to make 1 fili in 3
that one wanted to nake. '

Finally, Stiller and Ford were wasters of comedy, while Eisenstein and
Ray geen equally without humor, Stiller created the film comedy of evotic
allusion, as Lubitsch aclinowledged, Ford's humor is evident in nore of his

works and is the dominant tone of several, iacluding The Whole Town's Talking,
The Quiet Man, and Donovan's Reef. o
1 .'r
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1, 2. In Hollywood Stiller coupleted only Hotel Imperial (1927) and

7.

FOOTHOTES

The Woman On Trial (1927), both with Pola Weari. He also shot parts
of The Terptress (1520) and The Street of gin (1927), both credited
to ofther directors. Stiller died in Sweden in 1928.

&

Hew Society, & July 1963, p. 23.

Elsenstein’s montage versus Ford s invisible cutting is unassailable,
the other oppositions are not. What, for instance, is meant by
Eisenstein's "“formality" and Ford's "informality'? Ford's visual style
(30s, 40s, 508, (Os} is anything but informal. Eisenstein is "operatic”
only at the end of his career, precisely that time at which he no
longer ewphasized nontage; and 'naturalistic' is an entirely inadequate
terw, for Ford, either for his exquisite studio work of the 30s and
early 40s or for his epic outdoor works of the 50s and 60s.

Eisenstein's remari: about James Fenimore Cooper applies equally to the
films of John Ford: ‘From the ideological point of view, this type of
novel, exaltin® the deeds of the colonizers, follows entirely the same
carrent as the detective novel in serving as one of the most pointed
forms of expression of private-property ideology.' (Emphasis supplied)

The Film Form, p. 128, |

Rudolph Arnheim, in File: A Hontage of Theories, Ed. HacCann (Hew York,
1954), pp. 124-12C, at 125,

Sae Film Form, pp. 120-1%1: "The solution of this problem has been
left entirely to the cinema. Only here can real events, preserving all
the vichness of waterial and gensual fullndss, be giwmultaneously--
epic, in the revelation of their content, diamatic, in the treatnent
of thzir subject, and lyrical to that degree of perfection from which
is echoed the most delicate nuance of the author’s experience of tha
theme-~",

Film Form, p. 49; in a footnote Eisenstein adds: "“'Epic’ and 'drawatic’
arz used here in regard to rnethodology of form, not to content or
plot!” This w$5 written in 1929. Eisenstein's later discussion of
epic (quoted above, Wote 7), written in 1939, is in terms of content. |
This change nay or say not reflect ideological changes in the Soviet *
Union in the 1¢30s. |

Early and middle Ford and late Bisenstein of course worked mwagnificently
with interiors; we speak here of Potemkin and The Searchers and, argu- -
ably, of the greatest work of each. For discussions of Ray's interiors
see Movie #9, article by V. P. Perking and interview with Ray, and also
the entries on Ray and Anthony Mann in Andrew Sarris, The American
Cinewa, pp. 96 and 1C7. )

Interestingly, this is close to Eisenstein’s formula for the highest
awbition of cinema: the creation of concepts by the juxtaposition of
images of the concrete. "By the combination of twe 'depictables’ is
achieved the represantation of something that is graphica: iy undepictable.”
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Film Form, p, 30. Andre Bazin taught,us that there is nothing magical
in the numwber 2. One depictable can represent the undepictable as well,

sometimes better than two or more.
It is no accident chat Ray's films are discussed pointedly in Le Mepris
{1963) and Pierrot le Fou (1965), Godard's most personal films, both
dealing with tha corrosive break-up of:a relationship and wicth an

unstable male character.
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INCREASING DEPTH OF FIELD AND SHARPENING FOCUS IN FILM STUDY:
ISSUES 2F DEFINITION. THEORY AND PRACTICE, AND CRITICAL AWARENESS,

Jim Linton
University of Pennsylvania

"There Must Be Some Kinda Wa¥ Outta Here'':
Filw Studies in the 70's.

Much as scholars dislike the elliptical and sometimes obtuse “probes"
employed by Marshall dMcLuhan, he does manage to get to the heart of matrers
at least once in a while. Such is the case when McLuhan's remarks about
successive technologies are applied to the case of movies and television.
"Each naw technology creates an environment that is itself regarded as
corrupt and degrading, dicLuhan says. “Yet the new one turns its prede-
cessor into an art form."l When television displaced the movies as the
premier mass medium, the movies became "film' or 'the cinema'; the size of
its audience dropped drastically,? and the audience itself became more
demographically honiogeneous; the film society movement burgeoned; and the
film became an acceptable subject of study in universities and colleges.
Clearly the movies had arrived.

Not everyone was pleased by the nature of this transformation, and some
tended to question the motives of the new audience. Witness the remarks
‘of Richard T. Jameson:

Film is securely in now, and to those of us who have

always taken it seriously, the feeling is a little

strange, even incongruous....Film-as-a-phenomenon

has received infinitely more press than film-as-

the-movies-that-are, Film ig the art of our time,

we are told; we are all children of the movies and

instinctively understand them better than any

generation that has gone before. And some people

have been guickly convinced of this god-given

expertise.” v

Kﬂﬁ

An attitude of trendy fashionableness is particularly prevelQnt on the
nation's campuses where the nucleus of the new film audience can be found.
One has the feeling that, given the director or fashionableness of a film
to be screened, ceteris paribus, it would not be too difficult to predict
the size and composition of the audience that would attend: a large, some-
what hetéreogeneous audience for the films of Bergman, Bunuel, Truffaut,
Polanski, the early films of Antonioni, and the like; a small band of loyal
“"freaks' for the films of Brakhage, Baillie, Emshwiller, VanDerBeek, Mekas,
and the rest of the underground; an even smaller number of radicals and
pseudo-radicals for Godard's later films, the works of Rocha, Solanas,
Sanjines, Littin, and other directors .of the Third World Cinema; and stand~
ing room only crowds for Blow-Up, If, Woodstock, 2001: A Space Odysgey, etc.

Film has 8also become popular as a practical activity, and Jameson
notes that this too has become disturbingly fashionable:
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Perfectly unremarkable acquaintances who used to shoot
home movies now tell you, 'Je made . film last weekend."
It's the same home movie but the phrase has changed,

and with it an attitude.

Young people with a creative bent who want to make a statement on life,
and in the 40's and 50's would hauve set out to write the Great American
Novel, now dedicate themselves to making the Great American Movie, One

of the results is that the statistics concerning film courses offered in
the 'United States has skyrocketted. The American Film Institute in its
Guide to College Film Courses 1971-72 lists 427 schools, from junior
colleges to universities, offering training programs of one sort or
another--in an increase of 126 in one year. Forty-seven universities offer
a degree in film, while 96 offer a film major, a 40 percent increase. The
survey turned up 2,392 film courses, with 4,169 students majoring in f£ilm
as undergraduates, and 1,508 graduate students in filw.

Film courses outside of established film programs are normally offered
by departments of English, History, Art History, Drama, etc. The people
teaching such courses normally are film buffs who might have had some exper-

. ience in the practical aspects of filmmaking but generally have not, and

merely apply the approach or methodology of their central discipline to the
study of film--often bending film to the needs of their discipline in the
process. While such studies are not to be discouraged entirely, they do
tend to give a fragmented picture at best, and are pounced on by the students
who have little interest in really learning about film, but who feel that
being able to discuss the latest film sensation is certain to be sociaily
rewarding. This arrangement has the potential to produce incredibly ironic
situations, one of which I witnessed in a lecture in a histery course which
examined film as a form of "social and intellectual history." The lecturer
was discussing Germzn Expressionist films in a manner similar to the way
Kracauer deals. with them in From Caligari to Hitler. He explained how the
films mirrored the response to the destruction of social values in Germany
in the 20's, how they reflected the attempt to foment revolution without
changing the structure of society, and stressed the emphasis on the aesthet-
icization of politics--or as the lecturer wittily expressed it: 'planting
your feet in the middle of your head." As the analysis continued, it became
clear that the lecturer was implicitly drawing parallels between the situ-
ation in Nazi Getmany before the ascendency of Hitler and the attitudes of
the Woodstock Nation" with its ''do-your-own-thing' ideology. If that was
not enough, the lectureg concluded his talk with a harangue that would have
made Frank Zappa proud,” ending with the statement that 'the Greening of
Nazi Germany was the Third Reich.' And how did the students, these upper-
middle and upper class white kids (notice how blacks generally do not enroll
in film courses or attend "£ilms'), react to this put down of the much
vaunted youth revolution? They clapped, they hooted, they stomped their
feet in approval--but then they tend to applaud at the end of every film
history lecture. '

These examples by themselves, however, would not be significant--would
not even warrant mention--but for the fact that similar trends are evident
in film writing, and as Brnest Callenbach observes, ",,.if anything signifies
Seriousness, it is ‘books."6 Both Callenbach and Roger Manvell note that
the output of film books has outstripped the ability of even the most
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dedicated film scholar to keep up with them. As Manvell describes the
situation:

It was not so long age that there was only half'a shelf's
"worth of books with any authority on the history, art and
technique of the film. During the 1960's the graph of
book production on cinema resembled that of the growth

in world population; it had the upward trajectory of a
rocket.

The attitude of both men toward this "explosion cf film studies' is
rather ambivalent, howevey. 'They are happy that their "faith in the art is
at last being justified,” as Callenbach puts it. But thetre is the gnawing
feeling that :he rapid growth may be out of.control, that (Callenbach again)
"we need to stop and try to take stock of the purposes and worth of what
has been done.” Callenbach is quite blunt in asserting the need for such a

review!

+..a publisher and editor like myself must be constitu-
tionally skeptical, in hopes of conserving both sanity

and trees. The motives people have for wanting te publish
are, to say the least, mixed--though we have only recently
begun to receive in the film field any sizable-number of
manuscripts that are clearly sprung from the publish-or-
perish fount, that scurce-of so much academic intellect-
ual corruption (not to mention the waste of paper).

Manvell is a little more guarded but the thrust of his remarks is the same.

Charting the vast ocutput of the filmmakers during the

/ first 75 years of the cinema has certainly begun, though
largely conducted in an ad hoc manner, as individual
enthusiasts and their publishers pinpoint areas of the
subject. History is being achieved, as it were, piece-
meal, both on the "popular" and the “scholarly". levels.
«+.Perhaps the biggest need in this country is for
subsidized research by cowmpetent and dedicated histor-
ians and critics who are prepared to give consideratle
tima_to the field of film studies. (Emphasis added)

Callenbach briefly surveys anthologies, interview bocks, how-to-do-it
books, scripts, director studies, history, reference books and miscellanecus
books, before launching into an extended examination of his greatest concern,
criticism and "theory."” As shallow as he found most works in the first
seven categories, Callenbach finds the greatest shortcomings in the area
most important to him. The basic problem, Callenbach asserts, is 'that
practically nobody writes books of film eriticism." Most critics are
absorbed writing reviews for newspapers and magazine ,‘Bnd are constantly
facing ‘the pressures of journalistic deadlines. Th ‘deadlines mean
little time to spend theorizing, and if theotgtical matters are broached
at all in the review format, they can only Eh 1mp11ed. vIn addition, 2llusions
to other films must be kept to a minimum since‘each review is expected to
stand on its own. In this regard, after examining the works of several
preminent critics, Callenbach is moved to assert that
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the act of “criticism"”, in essence, as opposed to the
mere opinion-mongering of wost of the daily press, is
the application of such terms [the terms appropriate
to the aesthetic and sqcial assumptions underpinning
a critic's way of thinkingl to the realities of a
given filw: describing it, analyzing it, and in the
process also refining the terms and assumptions.

He concludes that 'the particular. task confronting our little film maga-
zines at present is to geek out and develop critical writing with some
theoretieal ambitiousness and bite."

Perhaps even more disconcerting than Callenbach's review of film
criticism is Brian Henderson's asgessment of the status of film theory in
‘the same issue of Film Quarterly. Classifying film theories itself presents
a problem, Henderson asserts, because of "the paucity of positions," the
lack of exploration of possible approaches, and the possibility that no
"comprehensive or complete film theory" has yet been articulated. Despite
these difficylties, Henderson attempts an analysis of two principal types
of film theory since "the careful review of older theories is part of the
spadework necessary for the formulation of new theories." The two princi-
pal types that have been developed are part-whole theories and theories of
the relation te the real; Eisenstein’s theories are analyzed as reépresenta-
tive of the former, Bazin's of the latter.

Upon examination, the works of probably the two most revered (or at
-least discussed) theorists in the history of film turn out to be far from
adequate. In the first place; "neither theorist defines the real nor
develops  any doctrine of the real whatever.'" And ouce we get beyond the
old argument (actually more of a non-argument) as to which is the true
artistic unit of £ilm, the wontage sequence or the sequence shot, we find
that neither theorist was able to ''contain or achieve & complete aesthetic
even of the sequence,” let alone of an entire film. In fact, Henderson
contends, since "both discuss the problem of wholes in literary not cine-
matic terms...their solutions in terms of (pre-cinematic) literary models
are a failure to take up the problem at all.” Eisengtein’s does geem toO
come off better in the comparison of the two theories since his theory
begins with "the relations of the cinema to the real"” (first stage) but
goes on to "the relations of cinema with cinema" (second stage), while
Bazin's theory is arrested at the first stage.

Clearly, Henderson concludes, neither of these theories is adequate to
deal with film, and have created more problems than they have sclved:

It seems to me that consideration of reality and relation
to reality in Eisenstein and Bazin, and in the senses
which they mean, have been a source of sericus confusion
and even of retardation to theoretical understanding of
cinema,

According to Henderson, subsequent theoretical efforts must attempt to
develop more complex models and theories cf part-whole relations incorpor-
ating sound as well as visual styles; once that is accomplished the
relations with reality can be studied. 1In addition, attention should be
shifted from "reality-image interaction to image-viewer interaction.' To
facilitate these avenues of discovery it is necessary to move to a further
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level of generality and abstraction as far as the original typology of film
theories is concerned,

Behind part-whole theory and relation to the real lie
relation~to-self and relation~to-other, the two most
fundamental categories in which anything may be con~

' sidered....there can be no choice between them....
these are the two fundamental categories or aspects of
the subject, neither of which can be ignored or Buppress-
ed. Rather the question is one of the mode of their
interrelation, the answer to yhich will be different at
different times and places.

The point of this extended examination of the present state of film
study, in all its various forms, is to demonstrate that despite the tre-
mendous growth in interest in film, the quality of knowledge and insights
that baye been generated to this point does not seem to have been worth
all the effort. The first priority, then, would seem to be to channel
this essentially misdirected enthusiasm and energy into constructive forms
of film study activity and scholarship. Although this would appear to be
an extremely simple-minded suggestion that everyone can readily accept,
the practical means of achieving such constructive approaches are not as
easily agreed upon.

There has been some discussion as to what Bhogld be considered the
proper domain of "Eilm studies.” Dominique Noguez”’, for example, describes
the cinema &8s a continuous process that may be broken down into five more-
or-less distinct stages: 1) artistic creation, 2) distribution, 3)recep-
tion,'é) the seeing or '"reading" of the film, and 5) theoretical reflection.
The last two stages of the process are the areas in which film Btudy needs
to be developed, Noguez says, 'for the simple reason that, in France at
any rate, practically no teaching of this type is available at all in er
out of the university, whereas instruction corresponding to the first three
stages either is available at certain universities, or e2lse can be obtainéd
alsevwhere."”

Gerald 0'Grady sets out the four main areas of current confusion and
disagreement Bbout the tecaching of film in the form 6f four questions:

1. Should Eilm criticism or film appreciation be
taught, as they are in most colleges and univer-
sities which have recently added such courses, by
members of the traditional departments in the
humanities, such as English, French, classics?...

2. Should such courses be taught solely by depart-
mants of communication or of journalism and speech
or of radio/television/film?

3. Should art departwents expand their offerings to
include photography, film, apd television?...

4. Should the teaching of film/be placed in & more
gencral context, which might be called medis
studies?...10 /
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0'Grady asks these questions somewhat rhetorically since he knows exactly
how he would deal with the confusion and disagreement, opting for the
development of "new multidepartmental programs of media studies" which
would encompass ''the exploration of the creation, the aesthetics, and the
psychological, social and environmental impact of the art forms of photog-
raphy, cinematography, videography, radio, recordings, and tapes within the
broad framework of general education in the humanities." -

This confusion over the proper demain of film studies is not unique
to film, but rather symptomatic of a general crumbling of boundaries between
what were formerly considered distinct disciplines, as a résult of the
trend toward multidisciplinary or interdisciplinary scudyqﬂ An extremely
involved but perceptvie analysis of a similar confusion oyer the range and
method of the study of communication iz provided by Klau?f Krippendor£f.

. / : P

‘Traditionally, Krippendorff says, an inquiry proceqh {(i.e. "any process
that generates explicit as opposed to implicit knowledge'") was considered
coterminous with an academic discipline. Disciplines were delineated by
reference to their unique investigative method, by their concern with a
specific subject, or by being tied to a specific purpgse. While allowing
that ''inquiries into communication cut across the boundaries of traditional
disciplines and are not easily clasgifiable in their .terms,” Krippendorff
feels that the difficulty results not from the nature of inquiries into
communication, but “from an organizing principle foy disciplinary differ-
entiations that has not been used systematically in classifying approaches
to knowledge." In this light, inquiries into procecses of communication

...are characterizable only by theoretital commitment...
[to] the belief that a number of obgervable phenomena

‘can beat be connected or understood ag processes of trans-
mission of structure [in the mathematical sense of the
word]....This theoretical commitment implies the conviction
that chey [cormmunication constructs] are all special
incidences of, and potentially deducible from, a general
theory of communication wyhich has yet to be explicated.
(&mphasis added)

On the basis of this assumption, Krippendorf{f proceeds to differentiate
among modes of induiry into communication by reference to the aim of each,
and the portion of the 'real world" each selects to deal with. In this "’
regard, he distinguishes among three fundamentally different approaches:
the praxiological, the scientific and the axiomatic. While a praxiology of
cormunication is concerned with Ypregeriptive and instrumental knowledge
about communications that claims to yield specified results subsequent to
implementation...[being] governed in part by considerations of utility and
...[being] validated in action, (emphasis added) a science of communication
is concerned with the more limited aim of formulating theories that have
predictive validity solely in terws of observational truth--such truth
being obtained without the necessity of manipulating the environment towards
desired states, as is the case with the praxiological mode. The axiomatic
mode of inquiry is even more abstract than the scientific mode, in that it
is not restricted to existing systems of communication, but rather deals with
"all possible systems of communication and control whether existing or only
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conceivable." Simply stated, the focus of the axiomatic mode is on "formal
systems and consequent theorems; its introspective operation [internal
mechanisms] is formal extension.”" According to Krippendorff, this final
mode of inquiry "has come to be identified with the term and body of know-
ledge. provided by cybernetics.’ ,

In addition to referring to the differences among the modes of inquiry,
Krippendorff refers to the difference among domains of inguiry in attempt-
ing to explain the crumbling of boundaries between what were traditionally
considered independent gisciplines. Domains of inquiry is a term used to
describe "emergent intellectual complexes,' each of which incorporates
aspects of numeroua diverse fields, drawing them together in a speciali-
zation to deal with a particular communication phenomena.

For example, boundaries between psychology, psycho-
linguistics, computational stylistics and the philosophy
of language have become less and less recognizable and
workers specializing in the study of verbal communica-
tion freely shift among the respective departments...

These domeins of inquiry appear to crosscut modes of inquiry--each
domain seeming "to incorporate praxiological, scientifi¢ and axiomatic
components in such a way that they stimulate each other productively."
Admitting that many such domains are already recognizable, Krippendorff
contends that there are three major ones: the domains of artificial, bio-
logical, and social systems. These dowains are found to differ in the flex-
ibility of their communication network, the extent of determinism involved
in their transmission processes, the complexity of structures transmitted,
the difficulty of identifying system boundaries, and the extent of external
control over the type of organization of the system. Dlore simply, these
domains might be characterized as being concerned with communication
processes in the areas of technology (artificial systems), nature (bicloge
ical systems), and social organization (social systems).

By superimposing the modes and domains of inquiries 8o delineated, a
typology of inquiries into communication is obtained. " (See diagram) The
modes of inquiry are represented by concentric circles; the major domains
of inquiry by sections. ''The resulting intersections of modes and domains
of inquiries are given names, the current usage of which corresponds most
closely to the designated type of inquiry."

Most people concerned with the future shape of film studies may fail to
recognize the relevance of Krippendorff's analysis for their situation.
While they would probably agree that the scope of such studies could not be
delimited either by reference to a unique investigative method or by being
tied to a specific purpose, many would assert that a discipline concerned
with a specific subject--"film." jAnd, in all likelihood, most of these
people would accept Hollis Frampton's statement that "'a film' may be defined
operationally as ‘whatgver will pass through a projector'".12 This attitude
would constitute an improvement over the type of intellectual disdain toward
"television" films that Emile De Antonioc describes:

In 1963 Richard Roud excluded Point of Order from the
New York Film Feastival on the ground that it was tele-
vision and not film. Eight yeare later the distinction
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seems reactionary and short-sighted; even then 1t was
old-maidish, faddist and self-serving. It's not where
it comes from that matters but what is projected. Any-
thing that can 3o through a projector is film, [to ,
borrow Frampton's definition]...Three months later Roud
made the discovery that Point of Order was g film, after
all, and invited i1t to the London Festival.l2

Such an approach, however, still precludes us from dealing with the
works of VanDerBeek, DeWitt, Bartlett and the other "underground filmmakers"
who have taken to working with videotape;l4 it also presents the prospect
of not being able to deal with the works of Jean-Luc Godard in the future,
since Godard sald that he intends (intended?) to work with videotape when
it becomes more economically feasible to do so,l13 thile not having to deal
with the video freaks or Godard may be attractive to a large proportion of
film teachers and student®s, I am not convinced that such & pose is any
less "reactionary and short~sighted" or 'old-maidish, faddist, and self~
serving" than Roud's initial reaction to Point of Order. Such an attitude
1s really a form of technological elitism based on the mystique of technique.
Granted there are obvious differences between the medla of film and video-
tape, but these are more along the lines of chaprnel differences than
inherent code differencesl® and should themselves become objects of study
rather than reasons for discrimination against videotape, I am not sure how
to resolve this problem; the simplest way would be to amehd Frampton‘'s
definition to also include anything that could be played on a VIR. The
theoretical issues raised by this matter, however, require more thought
than such a simple answer entalls. A more meaningful approach would be
studies directed along the parameters which Worth feels "when defined, can

‘become a starting point describing the structural elements of a film

language."

These parameters are an image in motiou over time in
space with sequence--~including as an overlay a matrix
of sound, color, smell, taste, and other_as yet un~
known technological or sensory stimuli, 17

Krippendorff, in dealing with the 13sue of definition in delineating the
typology of inquiries into communication, gtrové for a fairly abstract
and sufficiently genergl definition" of the term '"communication.” Our

concern in defining "film'~-and consequently establishing the parameters
of its study, to a large extent~~should be the same.

.

Krippendorff's typology of inquiries into comaunication also indicates
the direction that film study could take. In fact, given Krippendorff's
definition of communication as ‘''a process of transmission of structure
among the parts of a system which are identifiable in time and space,’
film could also be considered a form of communication.l8 More concretely,
film 1s & form of visual communication, which ¥Worth defines as '"the trans-
mission of a signal, perceived primarily through visual peceptors, treated
as a megsage, from which content or meaning is inferred."1? Film 18 most
logically located in the domain of social systems, and its study would
involve both a praxiological and scientific mode of iluquiry.
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.sociological, cultural, political, economic, moral, etc.-~-which could profit
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The praxiological mode of inquiry would consist of the formulation’
of goals and the asking of questions; in addition, it would involve the .
making of films. .mcnr controversy surrounds the assertion that people who
study or comment om\ films should know how to make films. Gerald 0'Grady,
for example, warns M&pn anyone contemplating teaching film "ghould be :
warned that he has no, business becoming a seriocus film teachgf amtil. he -
acquires grounding in‘the tools and techniques of the medium:"20™ Dominique J
Noguez asserts that "in the cinema, more than anywhere else, theoretical
teaching cannot be »mmp fruitful unless it goes hand in hand with practice.
So the universities oughf also to give instruction corresponding to the
first stage of the filmic'process--at the very least an introduction to the
handling of equipment (cameras, editing tables, sound equipment, etc.) ~
and to filmic creation."Zl o )

4
-

In this regard, some film critics--one group particularly defensive
about this issue--that you don't have to be able to make a cake to know _
vwhen you're eating a good one {(or bad one); however, as BErnest Callenbach
asserts, "criticism cannot in fact rely upon 'taste' alone."22 The point
in insisting upon having film students make films is to- increase their
avareness of film's technological possibilities and practical limitations,
to give them a ''feel" for the process, and to bring them into contact with
the reality about which they are studying. Knowing the mechanical and
intellectual processes involved in filmmaking may not make it any easier
to say whether a £ilm is good or bad; hopefully, however, it will add .
another dimension to the purely evaluative discussion of film which has
become so pervasive as to be commonly considered the only valid form of
film "criticism', More generally, the desire to have students who are study-
ing fild become involved in making £ilms, presupposes an interest in filw
that includes dimensions in addition to the critical--the psychological,

|
|
|

from exposure to the actual filmmaking process.

Contrary to much common wisdom, filmmaking proper {in contrast to
filmmaking used purely as a heuristic device) is also a.justifiable and desi-
rable area of concern for film study in the 70's. Filmmaking, however, -
is'not thought of mercly as the constant repetition of mechanical skills
or the polishing of established techniques, for Worth's work with various
cultural groups has demonstrated that the basics of filmmaking are quickly
and easily assimilated.23 Courses consisting of a whole semester of film
editing exercises, for example, devoid of any purpose other than practic~
ing film editing skills, or learning various conventional editing techni-
ques, are not to be encouraged. - :

In this respect- it seems revelant to examine what Christian Metz
has said about film and the types of censorship to which it is sub ject.
Film is quite obviously subject to institutjional forms of censorship:
political censorship, i.e. '"censorship properly so-called," and economic
censorship ''(self-censorsfiip...in the name of the requirements of market-
ability)". More importantly, hovever, film is subject to a rather
insidious form of ideological censorship which Metz calls "cinematographic
Plausibility." The difference between these two main forms of censorship is
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that the institutional censorships [political and
economic] are directed in the cinema toward the
'stuff' of the content, i.e. the subject matter,
and thus vepresents nothing more than a categori-
zation (brutal and vague at the same time, although
incontestable at its level) of the principal 'things'
of which film can speak....The censorship of the
Plausible, on the other hand, is dirécted at the form
of the content--that is to say, at how the film speaks
- about its subject rather than the subject itself, hence
at what it says, the real content.

There are two #dvenuas of escape from the Plausible, according to Metz:
the first is to make films that are “true to their genre"; the second is to .
make "truly new films." The second alternative is the preferable goal for
this expressive aspect of f£ilm study to pursue, since as students and
teachers we are, or at least should be, concerned with the expansion of
both knowledge and technique--''the progressive enrichment of the filmic
'sayable'" is the way Metz puts ite-rather than the continual repetition
of existing forms, This situation can only be achieved if filmmaking is
taught, not as a craft which will enable the student to find his place in
the motion picture industry upon graduation, but rather as a method of
inquiry and form of expression which, in the words of Yves de Laurot, allows
the student to "express the truth, whose aspects are at once personal and
universal.'?5 And in this quest to express the truth, the filwmaker must
develop a ''very thorough, resqlute and self-disciplined theoretical praxis
...[since] the real dilemma for filmmakers today is not a choice between
theory and practice. The making of films necessarily combines both--and
this »manncm whether one makes films in the Third World, Russia, or the
West." . .

The theoretical matters of the praxiclogical mode are essentailly
philosophical, ethical, and political--in the broadest sense of the word.
They involve the askirg of questions, the setting of gnals, and the estab-
listiment. of priorities: at-i8 to be the role of spontaneity as opposed
to reflectio a balance be attained between emctional and intell-
ectual appeals? what is the raison d'etre for making films? how is creati-
vity to be channelled? what is the relationship between art and politics?
etc. Since these are matters that go beyond the strictly filmic, the
education of film students must go beyond the strictly filmic, and should _
encompass philosophy, aesthetics, politics, economics, history, iiterature, .
etc. Faw, if any of us may be capable of becoming i 'homme ochestre--the :
pressure of which on film scholars Chyristian Metz has described, and on
vwhich he has placed some blame for the limited nature of most film studies.
Lt does seem desirable, however, that much of the academic estrangement
prevalent in today's university be avoided by "students™ of film, so that
they may make a meaningful contribution to the world-at-large--hopefully
helping to reduce the general alienation and estrangement of which the
university variety is only a small portion.

The praxiological mode also encompasses writings about the film that ;
correspond to Noguez's fourth stage of the filmic process--"the stage of i
the geeing or 'reading of the film by the audience, the critic, or the ;
historian.” Noguez’s description.of the nature of film study at this stage
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justifies the requirement for 2 broad-based education as noted above:

...the fourth stage...calls into play a very large
number of disciplines: in order to be able to see,
decode and intevpret a film we need (ideally) to be
able not only to situate it in the history of the
cinema in the author's work, and in a2 precise cul-
tural and artistic context, but also to be able to
apply to it all the existing critical grids (struc-
tural, thematic, philosophical, political, psycho-
analytical, etc.), and be caggble of weighing up its
ideological gtatus and role.*V

On the bagis of these requirements, film criticiswm ar presently practiced--
be it the rarefied aestheticism of John Simon, the rank-ordering' auteurisn
of Andrew Sarris, the engazing spontaneity of Pauline Kael, the enumeration
of recurrent theres, archetypes and antinomiies by the structuralists, etc,-~
vould norually fall far shoct of the ideal, as is well documented by

Einest Callenbach.

Lee Atwell is as equally disappointad at the lack of perceptive histor-
ical studies--available in English at least--as Callenbach is of the lack
of substantial critical writings:

For the filna teacher and student, one of the most dis-
tressing aspects of film scholarship in this country

is that much- of the wmost provocative literature in

film is only accessible to those with a good reading
knowledge of Plodern Buropean languages....in history

we have only Iris Barry's skillful though unfortunately
abridged translation of Bardéche and Brasillach. Stick-
ing to the works available -in English, there is scarcely
a single other volume that can be recommended without
serious, sonectives ewmbarrassing qualifications. True,
we do have excellant specialized studies....But what

of the broader cross-cultural perspective? Hare we

find a familiar and perhaps inevitable American phéno-
wenon: the popularization of what is already assured

to be a popular act form...{such works being] all

justly informative, but lacking in scope and signifi-
cant insights....Zé

A shifc in emphasis in filw studies toward the type of comprchensive film-
centered education Suggested, will no dr bt in the long run, produce the
caliber of 'schola:'' who will write fil citiciswm and film history with
the depth and substance that Callenbach =ud Atwell presently find lacking.

If the praxiological wode of film study Could be considered the realw
of “what film can and should be,' the scientific mode would be considered
the vealw of ‘'what filwm is''--its characteristics and the mechanisms by
which it works. The scientific study uf filn differs iwportantly from its
praxiological study, which is predominantly prescriptive, in that it is
primarily descriptive and analytical. In Krippendorff's terms, it is
concerned with theories having predictive validity rather than dealing with
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philosophical matters of ontology, epistenology, axiology, etc, and practical
watters of technique~-and in ehe process eschews manipulating the environ-
uent towards desiced states. i

This scientific mode is what Woguez has described as the fifth stage
of the filwic process--theoretical reflection, Such theoretical reflection
is "the stage of abstract of empirical research” which '"cannot be reached
without a very advanced conceptual apparatus and a rigorous mathodology."
In addition, this stage cannot be considered to be independent as the other
stages largely can, since it uses the other stages as raw waterial for its
operations ",,,the cinewa can be the object of theoretical reflection which
can be directed upon any of the stages, and of the component parts of the
cinematic 'process,'’30 In other worde, it is possible for there to be
theoretical studies dealing with artistic cr.ation in the cinema, the
distribution of films, the reception process in filmviewing, and the seeing
or “reading" of films,

As described here, the scientific mode of inquiry also has a certain
affinity to Mctz's description of filmology., Filuology is

voothe scilentific study introduced from the outeide
by psychologists, psychiatrists, aestheticians,
sociologista, pedagogues, biologists, Thelir status,
like their behavior, places them outside the institu-
tion [of cinewmal, It is the cinematographic fact more
than cinena, the filmic fact pore than film which are
envisaged here,31

Hetr differentiatea filmology from ''the theory of the cinema,' the latter
beiag “a fundamental reflection' practiced by someone involved in some
w2pect of the institution of cinema., 1hile this may be a useful dietinction,
it has been more clearly established by Andrew Tudor in his discussion of
the differences among filem philosophy, £ilm aesthetccs and film theorxy:

Film aesthetics...[i8] a eet of criteria (implicit or
explicit, consiscent or inconsistent) :ich are employed

to judge the 'quality' of a film,..Filw philosophy is
related to film aesthetics in the sense that it 16 con-

cerned with the ggounding of the specific aesthetic
standards,..,.Film theory, finally...[18] a body of work
which makes certain assertions about the manner in which
film funections, cormunicates, etec.,, these assertions in
effect being hypotheses which may then be tested according
to the normal canons of verification and falsification,32

By introducing the wequirement of the possibility of empirical test-
ing, Tudor puts film theoxy on the same footing as all scientific theory,
making it i6 a more meaningful term than it presently is--being quite
imprecise but generally suggesting all that which is apart from practice,
This requirement would also seem to indicate that Metz's classification
“"filmology™ is more accurately labelled “theory,” while his classification
"theory" seems more akin to philosophy or aesthetics, or a hybrid of the
two, In elaborating these distinctions, Tudor also manages to suggest

139




(by extension) that the controversy between Bazin and Eisenstein exists

at a philosophical or gn aesthetic level rather than a cheoretical level,
explaining in lggge part the failure of either to enunciafe an adequate
theory of film. Vhen one 18 involved in justifying a method of judging
the '"value” of a film or refuting the.validity of anothér such wmethod,

one is involved in a praxiological endeavor that diffets profoundly fro;n34
science (i.e. theory building anH teeting) ir ite basic characteristics.

This scientific mode--noguez s fifth stage of the filmic process or
Metz's filmology--has remained & relatively impoverishéd afea of film

study. Little attention has bfen paid to the process of creation at the .-

kind proliferate. At the macro-level, Georgé Huaco’s "causal account of
the rise and fall of three,etylieticelly homogeneous vaves of film art in
terms of the presence or absences of founzstruggural factors" might be
considered such a scientific 'study of creation but its shortcomings
indicate the amount of Work that has to be dene in this area. The mo#t
fruitful examples, inréhie regard, might be studies of aesthetic creativity
in the other arts--suggescing wethodologies to be employed, variables to be
studied, and questions to be asked, Another avenue of :esearch concentra-
ting on the creation stage, but directed at production activity where film-
making 1s viewed as a form of coumunication rather than the creationjof
art, has been suggested by Chalfen and called "soziovidistics." This
approach is described at length elsewhere in this volume. (See pp. !
Achtenberg has made a similar gropoeal for a sociale~psychological study of
the ole of the film director. ‘

individual level in filmmaﬁ;pé, aithough director studies of-a ‘bopulat"

The stage of distribution would not seen to be amenable to the 'strict-
est form of sclentific study~-the eXperimental paradigm--as the other
aveas are, but it ia open to less rigorous (but often more meaningful) forws
of empirical study. Distribution is essentially an economic function,
although of course, there are the inevitable political aspects. Econonics
is an area of the cinema of which most people involved with the study of
films exhibit a profounc¢ ignorance, if not a complete unconcern. Despite
this attitude, there gge a number of works dealing with the economic
aspects of ths cinema however, most of these works are probshly not what
Moguez envisages as theo:etical reflection. One worl: that does come to mind
as an admirable wodel for future works to emulate is Thomas 1. Guback's
The International Film Induetr23 vhich manages to be, at one and the same
time, a theoretical reflection on both the economic and political aspects of
international film distribution.

The reception stage of the fiimic process, according to iloguez, deals
with problems “such as how the film is perceived, and what is its social
impact."” The former would appea: ¢o be the natural province of perceptual
psychology, but the interest which that scieunce has demonstrated toward
film has been slight indeed. Julian Hochberg has spent a great deal of tiwe
attempting to discover the perceptual mechanisms at work in the connecting
of shots for various clagses of cuts, but the meticulousness of his method~
ology and the level at which his study is aimed, has been such as to linit
him to dealing with rather elementary types of transitions.3? Apart from
Hochbezg, one must go bacl: to the work of Arnheim40, Mﬁneterbergzl, and
Bucl;le®™ to discover psvchologists who have speculated upon the mechanisns
_ involved in the perception of film.
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A more recent development in the area of semiology has seen different
writers present varying theories about how films are perceived--basing their
arguments on their conceptions of the relationship between the film sign
and the reality that {i{ reproduces or represents., Lesage deals with thece
writers in sufficient detail elsewhere in this volume {pp. ) to make a
' recounting of their theories unnecessary. It should be noted, however,

" in the case of semiological explanations, that the distinction between
theories of perception and theories concerning the. "reading™ of a film is
often difficult to establish. '

Hoguez himself adrits of a degree of arbitrariness in breaking the
filmic process into stazes, attempting to differentiate the third stage ) -
froia the fourth on the basis of the number of skills required and the
degree of understanding ox "meaning" attained in each: “if not everybody
can really see a film [fourth stage], everybody can receive it [third
stage], with or without trsining, with or without 'culture'."43 More
generally, this can be seen as a problem of disentangling processes of
pecception, cognition and interpretation--which in Woguez's case have been
divided into two stages, each of which appears to contain sowme cognitive
elements. These are areas which require further study, sincc~-contrary
to what Woguez contendg-~there have been st least anecdotal reports of
people of various cultures (especially "primitive" peoples) who have been
unable to ‘receive® motion pictures, prompting two writers to suggest the
existence of a five~step ladder of film literacy.44 Segall, Campbell
and Herskovits have produced soue empiricsl support for such a notion.45

A more satisfactory apphoach to desling with the study of the three
processes might be to coubiné' the processes of perception and cognition,
and consider the process of erpretation separately. Such an approach

would correspond to lietz's distinction between a gemiolofY of the cinema
(exxplaining, or at least investigating, the basic "communicative” mechanisms
of all filws) and the structural/textyg] anaiysis of a sinfla filp (in

which all “codes® embedded throughout an entire. film sre examined).4¢ The
former would supplant, and at the same time exXpand, Noguez's concept of the
third stsge, while the latter can be considered equivalent to Noguez's
fourth stage-~a thorough, enlightening explication des textes.

iloguez has further confused the nature of the third atsge by suggest~
ing the inclusion of the question of the socgal impact of films. That area
would seem to be of such scope as to daserve consideration as a distinet
stage=-+{f not chvonologically geparable from the stages of reception and
Yreading," at least logically saparable. This stage would involved the
stuly of the attitude-formation-and~change type at the individual level=~ ;
such studies being the major focus of “effects studies’ in communication®7-- .
as well as more wide-reaching considerations of the influence of filwms on the
formation, maintenance and change of belief~systemé and value-systems, and
on the specific configuration of the worldview of any given individual, j
soclety or culture. Studies of this scope are presently non-existent--at
least to the knowledge of this writer.

Finally, the scientific mode of film study deals with the stsge of
incevpreting a film., The oaly work which has attempted to deal systemati-
cally with the bases of judgment in interpretation is Tudor's "Sociological
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Perspectives on Film Aesthetics,” noted above. Tudor's work is, by his
own aduission, "very ruch a ’vorking paper' in the sense that certain
threads of arjument aic not as completely worked out as wight ideally be
desirable.'" ilevertheless, the distinctions that he draws among film
philosophy, film aesthetics and film theoty, the classificatory schene
that he delineates for systeus of aesthetics, the levels of meaning that
he,outlines, and the suggestion concerning the existence of 'master-

* standards' provide a useful starting point and valuable suggestions for
future study in this area.

Such are the myriad ways, then, in which films can be "studied." It
would seem to me that the only adequate approach t9 such a dynamic entity
would be to integrate all the approaches described herein, in a weaningful
“combination of doing, seeing and thinking."#S For ‘as Ernest Callembach
observes, 'we are now...coming to a point where both of these euwphases
[hunanities and social science} seem limited and insufficient, and people
seem to be getting ready to try integrating them, to deal with film 28 an
art that is innerently political aven in the most apolitical hands." 3
Doninique Woguez, despite his deemphssis (in the following quotation at
least) £f the contribution of the ‘‘theoretical praxis® of filumaking to °
knowledge and enlightemment--a contribution I find iomense-<best sunwarizes
the form that film study should take in the 70's:

In our opinion, cinena study will only deserve a place
in the university if it can be rigorously and method-
ically conducted. It cannot and must not be treated
as a mere academic diversion, a sub-discipline devoted
to insipid exchange of views and banal pseudo-sociology.
The ideal film teaching programme must indeed include
some discussion of the social dimension of the phon-
omenon, and wiil nead to mske use of the existing
audio-visual services, but its priority must be the
study of film as a cultural creation, an art, a system
of symbolic devices and an ideological product. It
should not aim to turn out technicians capable of
confecting advertising films or businessman cspable

of exploiting the commercial possibilities of the
medium and the public, so much as teachers, histor-
fans, critics or even simple cinéphiles. This viaw-
point on cinema study, which we will call the
’cultural’ for want of a better term, and also to
distinguish it from those which are based on =
profound antipathy to culture, csnnot neglect any

of the instrurients of analysis and research offered
by disciplines centred on comparable cultural objects
(literary studies, art history, etc.). Like these
disciplines, cinens study will thus be able to contri-
bute to the great work of interpreting the totality
of socisl phenomena ‘so urgently called for, esch in
his own way, by such thinkers as Marx, Freud, Saussure,
Francastle and Panofshy.30
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AN AUALYSIS OF "JULES AI'D CTd" AS AP ADAPTATION

John Llewellyn
University of Chicago

Studies of filmic adantations of literary works often take the original
novel, short story or play a5 a starting point and uce it almost like a checklist
in comparing it to the film detail by detail. In some, but not a2ll cases, the
originel is then used as a standerd in judging the adaptation so that films vhich
deviate greatly from the novel are considered inferior to those vhich are more
faithful to the original. The normative aspects of this procedure have been
sho'm to be critically lacking too often to need repetition here. Detail com-
parison, hovever, vhich continues its unenlightening path as ever, has yet to be
rejected.

Any work of literature brings together its various espects according to
principles of organizetion some of vhich are peculiar to itself end some of which
it sheres with other vorks of literature. The same is true for Tilms. These
principles mey be ancient conventions or nevw inventions but without tbem the
critic can scarcely eXplain the reasons why the various parts of the vork ere
put together es they ere. The present paper vas originelly written as an eXer-
c¢ise in searchinz for the essential differences in the organizing principles of
sn originel literary work and its filmic adaptation. It vas written for e
seminar in film criticism, thus I chose works whict seemed to present problems
to critics because of the peculiar position of the vorke outside the usual Renres.

There are tvo aspects of Jules and Jim that I vant to discuss in this paper.
Tirst, since the mixture of comic, tragic and other elements in the two works seem
to confuse critics, I'vant to see if ve can find some basic structure in the action
of the two works. GSecond, I vant to consider the way in which the different means
used by the tvo works reflect gifferent sorts of interests which they present to
the audience.

The most common means of finding the essential nature of the actions of
mimetic works is to compsre them with other similar works in their genres. But
since, &8 I mentioned above, the present vorks lie outside the more common genres,
we have to look elsevhere for clues as to what sort of mctions they represent.

If ve abstract the escential oppositions of characters andé the structural
principles used in the conventional genres out of their historical and social
conditions, we i1l find that what on the surfece seem to be totally different
sets of conventions may heve underlying structures that are very similar. This
idea is the basis Tor Ilorthrop Frye's essay Archetypal Criticism: Theory of Myths
in vhich he discusses the "...narrative pre-generic elements of literature which I
shall call mythoi or generic plots."1 In addition to the usefulness Frye's theory
hes in the analysis of individual vorks, it has also been uged to demonstrate more
clearly the lines of continuity in such traditional genres as the detective story
and the western.
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Hovever, I *ant to use Prye in this paper to aid in the search for the
essential plot structures in the two forms of Jules and Jjim. To begin with,
Frye sets out four general categories of mythoi. "Romance”[is]dcfined as an
adventure and the "element thet gives literary form tO the romence 16 the quest."3
The usual outcome of the quest is "the exaltation of the hero.”

In Jules and Jim ve are not dealing with a single hero but wvith a pair of
heroes., WYWhatever adventure is found in the action, the general movement of the
works cannot be called a quest. Finally, the culmination of the works is not in
an exaltation of the hero(es). Jules survives but he is merely relieved at doing
s0. Thus Jules and Jim is not a romance.

But perhaps Jules and Jim is 2 satire. "“As structure, the central princivle
of ironic myth is best approached as a parody of romance: the application of
rOmanttc mythical forms t0 a more realistic content which fits them in unexpected
vays. " If this is the case, the fact that the present two works lack the essen-
tials of romance, even in parodied form, i.e., the quest and the heroic exaltation,
would indicate that we are probably not considering a satire or an ironic vork as
Frye defines it,

If ve consider the death of Jim 2nd Catherine {she is called Kate in the i
novel but in this paper I will use the name Catherine t0 refer to both the novel's
and the film's heroine) which comes at the end of the two vorks, ve might want to
call them tragedies. But FPrye describes tvo aspects of tragedy which would
militate against the idea. First, he says thet , "In full tragedy the main
characters are emancipated from dream, an emancipation which is at the same time
a restriction, because the order of nature is present."5 Second, our essential
impression in tragedy is of tihe "tragic hero as disturbing a balance in nature,
nature being conceived ag an order stretching over the two kingdoms of the
visible and the invisible, & balznce which sooner or later must right itself."6

In Jules and Jim, far from peing 'er 2ncipated from dream', the characters
live in a ‘rorld far from reality, isolated from the normal vorld. Further, though
the characters are in a situation vhich might be considered as moving from
imbalance to balznce, the emphasis is not on the natural world righting itself

-but on acts of willful destruction.

Finally, ve come t0 the conventions of comedy. The immediate- impulcse is to
reject comedy as & possibility because of the ending in death. But this is
vremature. Though some forms of comedy require a happy ending, this is not the
case vith all forms. Indeed, there are many forms of comedy which are able to
contain tragic elements. 4And, there are many individual works wvhich, though
dominated by the conventions of comedy, and in death and/Or destruction. To see
Jules and Jim as 8n essentially comic work we must try to determine vhich comic
form vill account for the work's humorous and tragic elements.

In addition to differentiating between the four general mythoi, Frye
divides each mythos into siy phases. To see how Jules and Jim fits into Prye's
comic scheme, let us consider for a moment how that scheme is constructed,
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The question of the new soclety and its relation to the old is, for Fye,
the central concern of comedy, "...the movement of comedy is usually a movement
from one kind of soclety to anothér.”T While it is not poscible to consider here
the functions of 21l of the phaszg of comedy as Frye sees them, we may note that
the first, .

"...five phases of comedy may be seen as sequences of stages in

the life of the redeemed society. Purely ironic comedy [the first
phase} exhibits this soclety in its infancy, svaddled and smothered
by the soclety it should replace. Juixotic comedy [th= second Phase]
exhibits it in adolescence, still too ignorant of the many ways of
the world to impose itself. - In the third phase it comes to maturity
and triumphs; in the fourth phase it is mature and established. . In
the fifth it is a part of the settled order which has been there
from the beginning, an order which takes on an increasingly religiou
cast end seems to be drawing away from buman experience alte, ‘“her.™

“At this point too comedy proper enters its f£inal or sixth phase, the
phase of the collapse and disintegration of the comic society. 1In
this phase the social units of comedy become small and esoteric, or
even confined to a single individual., Secret and sheltered places,
forests 1n moonlight, secluded valleys and happy 1slands become more
prominent as does the penscroso mood of romance, the love of the
occult and the marvelous, the sense of individual detachment fronm
human existence.'

, In trying to place Jules and Jim into this scheme there are two questions
wvhich must be answered. First we must find out whether or not the idea of the
new society is essentlal to the works, and second, ve must see how the progress
of the new soclety fits Iinto the =ix phasges.

If ve take the ldea of the nev soclety as a theme, we will find it throughout
the two works. The relationship petveen the two heroes embodies this idea in
meny ‘ays. Flrst, Jules and Jim share an interest in writing which brings them
very close to one another. The novel tells us "They sat up late at night, each
teaching the other the language and literature of his own country. They showed
each other one another's poems and transiated them together.“lo The novel does
not make as strong a point of the literary aspect of their friendship as the film
vhich includes more references to particular literary questions, Thus, the novel:
of ten makes such statements asz "Jules began talking to Jim about literary topics,"11
vithout mentioning vhat the 'topics' are. The film, on the other hand, brinis up
the 1deas of individual flgures such as "a Svedish author"l? and Baudelaire.l3
There 1& also & scene in the film vhich shows Jules translating Jim's book into
German, Though this scené 1s Just a fragment, 1t does Tunction dramatically as
more than a simple 1llustration. In it we are given & hint that Jim 1s against
Jules marriage to Catherine. The line translated is "Dann ist e¢ wohl besser fur
diesen Mann, nicht zu heiraten.” "1k [Then it is probably better for this man not
to get married.] What is being said sbout Jim's fictional character can be
applled 1in the mind %f the viewer to Jules.




-y 7 2lements become reconciled to one another.

The literary interests of Jules and Jim set them off from most othner people
including Catherine. It is Jules literary conversation in both the novel and the
film vhich cause: him to offend Cotherine leading her to jump into the river.
This oprosition is made somevhat differently in the novel vhere Catherine is a
paintrezc vho eventually takes on the burden of su.porting the family. 1In the
film, she is not shoun in any occupation.

In the arezs outside their professionzl interests, their reiationship
transcends the ties of patriotism, love and marriage. A succession of love
affairs, 2 +-ar and an unhappy marriesge cannot pull them apert. Even the affair
between Jim and Catherine does not impair the feelings of Jules end Jim for one
another., Their relationship is thus & nev world.

But then, Catherine ie herself a new sort of woman. In an age vhen married
vomen vere expected to be the slaves of their husbands, she is a distinctly
independent soul. The commarisons of Catherine with lizpoleon in the film and
Priedrich the Great in the novel p. 139 , in addition to their other functions,
serve to put hervinto our minds as & fully infiependent human being vho' has
throvn off the traditional role of the wvomnan. Even Therese, with her bed hopping,
bregging end self-vrilled rejection of lovers, is a ¢omic model of & new sort of
vomas, . -

But is tie question of the new sotiety more than a theme? Is it @n escential
part of the informing princivle wiich underlies the structure of each of the works?
If it is, then the coming, operation or drstruction of that society vill character-
ize the essential action of the ‘*rork and we t'ill be able to fit it into one of the
phases of comedy as Frye has outlined t!''em.

There ir at least one way in w%-:h the voriks might deccive us with regard
to th~ question. From tne persnz_*ive of Catherine's relationship vith Jim,
the nev vorld has yet to coms  leir relationship tenters on the idea that they
are exploriung & ne'r gind ~. ~uve. The symbol of the athievement of this love,
hovever illusory, is *' .nild vhich Catherinhe want to have with Jim. One place
in which ve are ~° . . this aspect of their relationship is in Jim's thoughts,
Ve are told t'.at Jim thought, "it's & fine thing to rediscover the la = of humen
life...”1% But in both cases he expresses despair at having failed.

ey

Tre question is - iether or notv this coming vorld, as nrojected by Catherine
and Jim and their failure tn achi:ve it, - the event vhich dominates the works
or “hether there is come other, mor “asic, stion. I vould contend that the
eszential feature of the vorks is ine relatioiship betireen Jules and Jim as an
ideal of human conduct vhich is already cchieved and that the demonstration of
the strengcth of this relationship in the face of the progressively worsening
relationshlp beireen Jin znd Catherine provides the essential action of the plot,
Put another vay, Jules dand cim have, in their friendship, an idesl world. But
through the destructive relationship betueen Jim and C.therine, vhich is in itself
a futile attempt to eztablish an idesl world, the relationship between Jules and
Jim is shovn, their ideal vworld is shovmn, to be vulnerable only to death.
Jules and Jim i: v in its action 2 comedy in the sixth phase, the "collapse and
destruction of the comic society”. In this way, both the comic and the tragic
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But vihet gbout The rest of the vituation, does it fit into the sixth phase?
Indeed, the cocial units ere cmall, ac one would expect,l® being concentrated for
the most vart ou three characters. . The action is often isolated in "secluded
valleys' rcuch as the house Jules ana oim rent on the coest or Jules and
Catherine's zhalet. Finally, we feel the 'individuel detachment from routine
existence,"17 particularly in the fect that the heroes sre writersend can do
their rork vherever they vlease.

Yaving shoun in roughest outline the kind of plot represented in the tuo
vorlss, we may now proceed to consider the way in which the action progresses
witain the works. I wvould like first to make & few comments on the genersl form
of plots. £As in other forms of literature, ¢ ame end film, the comic Plot may be
linear or episodic. The linesr plot begin- -+ establishing a situation with some
instability in the relations between the ¢! * .cters or with the characters in
some sort of a predicement. Through & more or less direct progression, the linear
plot returns the situation to stability or orings the characters out of their
predicament. In the linesr plot, this instaebility to stability movement under-~
lies the action of the vhole work. The episodic plot sets & character or chearac-
ters into & situstion in which the movement from instebility to stability is
repeated or reversed cyclicelly a number of times. The end of the work may
roincide vith the end of one of the cycles, but it need not. The essence of
this form is & sort of perpetuszl motion. What this sort of plot lacks is a
visible development from the beginning to the end.

The plot. of the precent novel and film pertaeke of aspects of both of these
generzl plot types but do not £it neatly into either of them. To the extent that
the introduction of Catherine into the relationship betrreen Jules and Jim crestes
an unsteble situation, vhich is resolved by her killing herself and Jim, the plot
cesembles the linear piot. However, the interactions of the cheracters do not
clearly progress in & streight line. The motion of the plot is a series of cycles
2ach composed of a group of episodes. The cycles-shovlove affairs being
esteblished, enjoyed and then broken. With the coming of Cetherine, each cycle
puts greeter pressure on the relationship between Jules and Jim, something like
a series of tests. The progressively destructive cycles, through vhich Jules
and ‘iw's friendaship endurec, imply the end but do not develop toverds it in the
conventional sense.

There is en essential difference between the cyclic motions found in the
first part of the novel 2nd those found in the film. In the first part of the
novel-both Jules and Jim have love affairs vith & series of girls. Sometimes
these affeirs are independent and sometimes Jules and Jim exchenge girls. But
wvhat ig¢ important about thece affairs is that they shov us the wotivetlons within
the two heroes vhich cesuse them to have the sort of relations with women that
they do. The cyclic affairs would exist with or without Catherine, though without
her they might not resch the extren- But whet are thece 'motivations'?

Jim is very avare of his partner's needs and desires. lie is attracted to
independent women just ag hLe himself is independent. One of the things he needs
most; and eXpects his vomen to need, is variety. 1is relationshins end either
by his simply getting someone new or by his partner leeving vith someone new.
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In either.case, that havvens is just vart of the feme, .J.she gould leave me or
T could leave her, and neither one of us ould bat an eyelid."lo®

Jules, on the othg?“hang, is not really avare of whet his partners are like
or shat they need., [or ic he avare of vhat he himself i1s like. ile is even less
g are of hov others see him, 1is relations vith women are cheracteri.ed by the
ray in thich bhe at first ideali.es a girl and then, having established & relation
vith her, vroceeds to become indifferent. At this point he begins to talk about
vhat really interests him. [ic dominating conversation 2ad unkind remarks
generally slienate his partners and cause them to lesve him and he wonders why.

By the time Jules and Jim meet Catherine in the novel e knou pretty well
ho'r they irill treat her. Though the film tells us about & succession of relation-
ships, it does not involve us as deeply in their psycho-dynamics,

Rut this is beginning to sound like the tvo works are deadly serious. To
see ho' they are comic perhaps ve ought to consider some of Frye's comments about
the vay in vhich comedy proceeds and see hov Jules and Jim compares vwith these
comments. Frye's analysis of the comic action centers around the types of
characters found in comedy and their functions. !e sees four character types
inating comedy, "the alazons or imvostors, the eirons or self-deprecators,

i the buffooas,” and the "egroikos or churlish, literally rustic.” As to
tifeir genersl furctions he ‘says, The contest betreen the eiron and the alazon
fhrms the basis of the comic action, and the buffoon and churl polarize the
omic mood,"l

Just 25 the buffoon-like antics of Therere and Odile set off Jules and Jim,
their opposite in the buffoon-a;roilios comic contrast is found in Albert,
Cetherine's lover. One form of the agrokos is tiw, ' straight man, the solemn
or inarticulate character -—'ho allo.s the humor to bounce off him, so to speak."” 0
In the novel we are told, "Albert vas correct and ordinary.“el lis role asg the
butt of ironic commentary is seen in many pleces, After & visit vith Jules, Jim
and Cetherine, "...they diccussed him;, Jules, vho veas happy &nd hilarious, asked
K.te vhat she had done to charm him, 2 In the T'ilm, after Catherine nhas gone
off with Albert to shock Jules and Jim, the latter says, "I'm surprised she
didn't choose & ne* men to play-the parﬁ\ £1bert has done it so many times
before.” To hich Jules-replies, “hy? Albert vas prerfect for this evening."€3
A sturidar fonclioes ie playcd by C.therine's. otier lovers.

But vhat about Catherine? Her spontaneous actions, such as her jump into
the Seine, might impell us at first to put her into the class ith the buffoons.
Indee?, she is one of the unconventionsl young women, Yet she is also the per-
$0ii 4O leaves her husband and children for other nen, ‘vho tries to Commit
suicide and vho finally succeeds in %illing herself and l}im. Though at times
the resembles the buffoon Ticure, the demonic element in her dominate: as she
continually tries to inflict pain on vthors. Decauserof this she is escentially
a blocking figure, an alazon. N\

frye has other comments on this type of Tigure that may be helpful here.
The female slazon is rare: Latherine the shrew [in Shakespear's The Teming of the
Shrew ] reprecents to some eltent 2 femele miles gloriosus [Coasting soldier ), and
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the precicuse ridicule a female Pedant."gh He goes on to say that this figure,
which, "stands in the way of the true herovine”, is more often found in melodrama.
But if, following the more conventional usage, Catherine is merely in the way of
the 'true heroine”, then Gilberte must be that heroine and by subordineting her
role the vorks are dameged. This would be the case if the essentisl action
focused on the hero being kept epert from his true ove. In the Present works
hovever, the focus is on the perfect relationship between two men and how it
relates to a voman, ho'rever perverse ghe may be, that they both love. Gilberte
is merely a quasi-heroine, a refuge for Jim when he is out of favor vith
Catherine.

There are many types of blocking figures and Catherine comes closest to
"the "the 'humor®, the charecter dominated by what Pope calls & ruling passion.
The humor's dramatic function is to express a stete of vhat might be called
rituel bondage. He is obgessed by his humor, and his function,...” is merely
to repeat his obsession. <> =~

In the early pert of the vorks, the relationship cycles are dominated by the
male figures vho change females. Later is is Catherine who dominates as her male
partners alternete. Here, the cycle is dominated by Cctherine's 'obsession'.
8he is very sensitive to offense eand demands that all attention be centered On
herself. Even under the best of conditions however, she gets bored when things
@o to well. The majority of the esction of the two works involves a series of .
cycles in «hich Catherine becomes interested in a man, has an affair with him,
finds a Jjustification for leaving and in the process of separation tries %o
cause her partner as much pein as possible to make up for her feeling of being
ipjured. The 'injuries' are of four sorts, sn orrensive comment, an unfaithful
partner, being ignored or Jjust her own boredom.

But if Citherine is such e negetive figure, vhy should Jules and Jim love
her? Jim is attracted to her because she ig his ideal of the independent woman.
It is this quality thet attracts him, but in order for her to be truly independent,
she must also keep herself from him. To understand Jules attraction to Catherine,
we must understand the fact that he iz & masochist., He cannot respect a voman
vho truly loves him. "I shall never be able to forgive a women for loving me."26
Catherine, in her. esttempts to punich him relieves him of his masochistic tensions
and epnsbles him to do his work more freely. He is, of course, of little satisfac-
tion tc C_therine in this respect. Tuis pattern is found in both the novel snd
the film.

Hot' does this aftiect the relationship between Jules apngd Jim? At the outset
Catherine's retribution is carried out by her jumping in the river, then it is
running off with snother man. As things progress however, she realizes that,
though she can easily hurt Jules, she cannot eesily wove Jim. WYith each turn,
she ups the pressure on all of them, her demonic whims becoming more evidently
homicidal, until ne finally %Xills herself and Jim. Only in death does she find
release from her 'ritual bondege' end only in death 1& the pressure taken off
the reletionshiv bettreen Jules and Jim.

To see jules and Jim as a comic action, ve must see hov Catherine's ections
are comic. 1In the e2arly scenes, her retribution is obviously funny. She slaps e

iv4




]

face, and'all have a <00d laugh., “hen she jumps in the rilver, even Jim cheers
her on. "He felt a2 surce of admiration for her and mentally threv her 2 kiss.”

in the film, end, "Hec felt a sudden burst of admiration for her, like a
ligntening flash."¢7 in the novel too.

I™en Catherine begins to run off vith other men, there is a possibility thet
the comic mood mey be broken. Indeed, the first time ve hear thet she has done .
s0, uve are sobered for a minute. But there are several things which bring us
back into the realm of comedy. For one thing, Jules resigned attitude towards
the matter and his unexpected request that Jim have an alffair vith Catherine
leadé us to fzel that perhaps the matter isn't so serious after a2ll. Further,
oy interveaving comic sScenes betueen the serious scenes, the overall mood is
lightened. Similarly, after the first feu times Catherine has left, ve begin
to expect her to leave. £ her retributive actions become more extreme, they
remein comic hecause of their regular character. [rye obse.ves this principle
in & play. He says that in a2, "...full length tragedy plodding glumly through
c.ogeven droJnings one after another, the sudience would [be] ...helpless with
unsympatiietic laughter long before it uas_over.”2 .

. ;!

But vhy must we leugh in Jules and Jim? If ve omit the humor and merefy
shov two frienfe vho bravely persist in their friendship through thick and thin,
ve have the mekings of 2 teaudry melodrame. By putting the action into comic
form, the drematic contrast 1s greater. The characters are no longer meagerly
'brave’ but are thowm to be far superior, in their friendship, to any adversity.
e zee this especially in the above @uoted lines when Cetherine runs orff vith
Albert, and Jules and Jim eXchange their quips about Alberi's appropriateness to
the situation. Finally, Jules' relief, et the end of the works, lets us know
that he is z;led that the testing is over ané that further, this solution to the
problematic situation is not tragic. What vas most important, the friendship,
couild be destroyed by death, but not by anything less.

Up to this point, I have been discussing the action of the two vorks apart
from their means of presentation. This of course is & separation made for the
convenience of discussion. UWe found that an essential intent underlies the
action, i.e., the representation of an ideal relationship which is tested and
proven sound, and then destroyed by an sbortive attempt to bring 2 nev ideal
relationship into being. TlLis iatent relates tc' the action 88 2 coherent
stracture in itsell. In the same w2y, the means of presentation, as implicit
choices on the part of the artists, reiflect vhat sort of elffect en the audience .
the "ors are intended to convey. The chenges in tie means of presentation, in
the process of edaptation, must be considered, not cimply as mediwr changes, to
b Jjudged, vith the original as the norm, but rather as an opportunity to use
difTerent means to create neuv effects.

The narrator, though used in hoth the novel and the film, is used for very
diff2rent purposes. ile is used in the novel to describe all of the action.
Since there is relatively little dialogue in the novel, we follow the narrator
who, thourh nimself faceless, leads.us throuzh the minds and worlds of the mein
character<, In the novel, the Tlov of narrative information continues relent-
lessly thourh the norrated action comes to us in very short bits. Few scenes
are extended, mout of them beini confined to & paragraph or tvo.' The shortness
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of the .cenes makes it impossible %o build extended dremetic effects and it is
not intense Aarama that is important in the novel. %What is important in the
scenes is hou they malie 2 point with regard to the personality of the characters.
The scenes thus become something like the short brush strokes that a painter
vould use to build effects on a canvas. Thus for example, early in the novel,
Jules mother comes to Paris for a short visit. Of course, Jim observes Jules
zod his mother. Following this, there is a paragraph ip which ve are told about
Jules storing his top hat in the stove. When Jim finds it there, Jules makes
excuses to which 4im responds, “I'm not your mother, Jules."€? Here we are
given 2 hint of Jules immeture response to things vhich will later be used to shov
uvhy he cannot be an adequate mate for any female he would like to have.

It is by the accumulation of such short detail-producing scenes that ve
get to knov all of the characters and it is attention to gdetail that is
encouraged in the reader. Thus, the importance of the above quoted passage is
emphasized when, some Fifty pages later, Jim sees how Jules functioning as a
father is really inadequate, "he graduslly came to realize tnat the solutions
Jules i%Bosed on these problems:were of the same order as the top hat in the
stove.”

Considering the great number of sexual affairs in the works, one aight
erpect that ore of the essential effects of the vorks was sexunl tittilation.
But this is not at all the case. By alloving the reader to penetrate into the
tinds of the characters yet maintain & distence from their actions, by the use
of the narrator and the short scenes, the author leads the reader (0 more than
a vicarious enjoyment of a chain of “sexual affairs. By showing us only the
significant portions of scenes, the author impellis to understand the characters
and vhy they act as they do.

In the film, the role of the narrator changes radically. The use of the
camera obviates the need to describe the actiuvu. An, though the narrator still
probies the minds of the characters to let the viewer understand them, the
function of this understanding becomes subordinated to more aesthetic or rather
synaesthetic effects. :

In the novel we see the cycles impelling the charzacters from one partner
to the next as a series of complex motivations. The film is almost like a bailet
by comparison. The motivations are subordinated to the need for motion. The
emphasis is on the motion of the characters from one partner to the next and it
is re-enforced by the inordinate number of walks, foot-races, bicycie and car
rides that e are shown. In many of these, the actual change of partner is the
culminaiion of the physical motion, as it is vhen Catherine ebandons Jules and
Jim Por Albert et the end of an automobile ride.>l

Barlier in this paper, I said that the action of the two worlks uas isolated
to 2 great extent from the rest of the vorld., vhile this is true in the novel,
it is even more true of the film. Because the novel builds its effects on a huge
collection of details concerning the characters, it moves through a wider social
and geographical wvorld so &s to avoid more obvious repetition. Thus Jules and
Jim travel more extensively inp the novel, 20ing not only to Greere, byt also to
Cermany where they meet some of Jules old girlfriends. 1In the same vay the.
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relationship betreen iz and Catherine is carried all over Europe from Italy
to northern CGermeny.

The novel's videned social circle includes Jules and Jim's mothers, Jules
cousin and former girlfriends and finslly, some of t*2ir fellowv writers and
artists. 1In this context, I might mention that in the novel, Catherine ig not
French, she is Germzn, from Prussia, and Jsules isnot a 'pure’ German, he ls a
German-Jev. This in“the novel, the relationships have raciel overtones which
they do not have in the film. "Xate and Jules veren't of the same race...Kate
vas purely Germanic; a fighting cock who happened to have been born & female.
Jules ":es & Jev, one of those vho, apart from a few close friends, avoid other
Jeus."3¢ The novel does not emphasize this racial different at length. It is
one fact among many. Its elimination in the film is completely consistent with
the change in emphasis from a wide understanding of motivations to the experienc-
ing of particular interactions as motiong.

Though the film has considerably narrowed the novel's social breadth, it has
not done so by simply eliminating all of the material connected with the omitted
conaracters. Indeed, the things that e remember most about Cetherine in the film
are often derived from other chavacters in the novel vhose traits have been com-
pressed into Cetherine. Thus the scene in‘the film in vhich Catherine tells of
dreaming of having a child by apoleon is taken from & comment by Gertrude in the
novel.33 The bottle of vitriol for the, "eyes of men that tell lies,” is
connected with Odile in the nove1,3h vho is also the one vho teaches Shakespear.35
Zven the trip to the dunes with the trio has a different girl going with Jules and
Jim. fgain, the elimination of the other girls is a part of the shift to flowing
relationships found in the film.

The cense of flow in the film comes, in part from the narrator, who bridges
the gaps betieen the scenes, from the Physical motion of the characters and it is
also established ty the motion of the camera itself. Rather than use a stationary
camera vhen shoving the moving characters, Truffaut finds many ways of setting the
camera into motion. In addition to the usual tracking shots and pans to follow
motion, there ere many rapid-pens from one character to avoid the need for cuts
as we see when the camera begins vith close-up of Jules {p. 50}, rapid-pens to a
close~up of Jim and ;Een rapid-pans to a close~up of Jules and Sabine. Shots
from the Paris metro3® and helicopter shots ¢f the train in the country37 also
add to the feeling of flow.

Yet another means used to0 create the film's sense of flow is the music_which —

is played in many varts of the film. This ranges from popular tunes from the
period to the song Catherine sings to Albert's guitar accompaniment.

1uch comment has been made about the historical setting of the film and the
novel. The film especially recreates the atmosphere surrounding the First Vorld
Uar. In addition to the costuming and the choice of settings and properties, the
film uses 8 special €ilm stocl: which as an aged quality to it and documentary
film footege from the 'ar.

The use of the historical material has led to some confusion. One critic
says, The pressures of society are noticeably absent and the aggion tends to
take place in a void, “hich detracts comevhat from.its impact."3° This sort of
statement is made outside the context of the vork's intentions. Vhat ve are
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ceeing is not & serious zocial commentary, nor is it supposed to truly reflect
the historical period. It is a comic close-up view of a set of particular
human interactions. To the extent that they must exist in time, that time 15
rendered in the film. 4s the times exist 'objectively' outside the film, they
are not relevant and are rightly ignored.

The same critic elsc comments On the structure of dramatic time in i/~ £ilm
of which he says, "the vhole handling of time is veak...and generally speaking
the devices used to indicate the passing of the years...are insufficient to conm-

. pensate for the failure of the characters to age or mature."39 If ve look more
: closely at this and the preceding statement, we will gee that the critic is
applying criteria normally applied to serious works to a work of comedy. In .
Judging a work of comedy surh as Jules end Jim these ciriteria are out of place.
The conventions of time, place and character are regularly broken in comedy.
Indeed, breaking these conventions is often the basis of the comic action.

The real function of the historical material in the film is to establish a
mood, to surround the characters with an air of nostalgia which will make them
more sympathetic. What is important is not the objective versimilitude but
i'hether or not the viever is eble to feel his uay into the period. For me, the
film succecded admirably in this respect.

To sum up, the novel Jules apnd Jim is a comic work which shovs the reader
the testing of an ideal relationship between tvo young wvriters which is traced
as they have affairs with a geries of vomen and as they fall in love with the
same voman, vho eventually ends the relationship by killing herself and one of
the writers. The novel uses various devices to let the reader see the actiocus
of the characters from a distance 50 that the complexity of their motivations
may be understood.

While the {iim adaptation is also & comic work, it takes the general situa-
tion in the novel and its overall action and, while maintaining certain distancing
mechanisms snd thie vautages of the means used to let us understand the characters,
re-focuses our attention on the intuiuctlons hetucen the characters as motions so
that we tend to experience the actions as a series of rhythus.

Vith the perspective of a year’'s time, I can see that I have not gone far
enough in the above discussion. I have now come to believe that critics, myself
included, vho approach film as if it were only a literary enterprise have a
difficult time in giving an understendable account of the visual texture of f£ilms.
In addition to quotes from the dialogue, ve must £ind vays of meking still
photographs of shots from the films under discussion., Whether we like it or not,
we have enterel into an area of criticism vhich overlaps the critical practice of
the purely vigusl arts. 2nd just as it ‘jould be absurd to imagine discussions of
the formal aspects of individual paintings which did not get some sort of illustra-
tion before the reader s¢ that he could follow the discussion, s0 it iz hard to
imegine that film criticism can continue in a gerious manner vithout making
copious use of illustrations. I am not talking here about publicity stills
handed out by studios, I em talking sbout copies of shots made directly from the
films.
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Though there may be some legal questions involved when it comes to publish-
ing articles and books using thesg stills, it seems to me thet such material is,
or should be, & vital part of film criticism. T! 's if taere are legal obstacles
to be surmounted, the sooner they are contronted he sooner the practice of film
criticism will hove 2 new and vital tool. Without illustrations of the visual

elements, film criticism ill remain a blind enterprise.
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1. Frye, ilorthrop, Anatomy of Criticism (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
. 1957) p. 162. TFrye's aystem should not be confused with Archetypal criti-
' cism in the sungian mold which follows a theory of psychology. Frye's
system 15 based almost exclusively on intra-literary conventions.

Cavelti, sohn G., Six-Gun ilystique, uses Frye's materigl on archetypes in
defining tle traditional vestern and its peculiar appeal.
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THE MOTION PICTURE INDUSTRY, 1896-1921

A Preliminary Study

Timothy J. Lyons
University of fowa

Introducticn

The changing nature of the film industry today raises questions about
the general development of the commercial cinema in this country since its
inception in 189G, Today the period of the giant studios is coming to an
end. The five or six major companies which have dominated the film industry
for over forty years are being infiltrated by outside conglomerates while
small independent firms have taken over the majority of production responsibil-
ities. From an era of "bigness” and monopoly, the industry is slowly returning
to a condicion of modest facilities and plurality of participation.

Those who are confused by this recent developmeni would benefit from a
close look at the early development of the industry. From 1896 to 1908, film
production in this country resembled nothing more than a8 non~business: a
handful of companies provided short films for the developing mass culture
with little effort toward systematization or industrial organization. In
1908, however, the situation began to change with the formation of the lotion
Picture Patents Company, the first attempt to stabilize film production (and
later, distribution and exhibition) in this country. Wicth this effort also
came a parallel movement by independent companies to challenge the dominance

_ of the Patents' monopoly. By 1920, the independents had succeeded in sapping
the strength of the Patents' Trust; in its place, the independents had joined
togather, amalgamated into the wajor companies which weve to dominate the '
field until only recently. Today's industrial picture of Hollywood can be
viewed as not totally unlike the activities of 1908: today, however, the
roles are reversed--the 'new independents” are challenging the "old independents.”

Backegroupnd to _the Study

In 1937, the Englishmen Klingender and Legg suggested a useful division for
viewing the progression of the filn industry in America:

The developient of American film finance . . . can

. be summarized as a spiral movement from early monopoly
control at a time when the industry . . . was but a minor .

sphere of economir life and when its undreamed of possi-
bilities of expansion threatened to be stifled bv that
monopoly hold, through a phase of meteoric expansion
coupled with violent competition back again to monopoly .
control, It is & movement which is never for one moment
basically deflected by the unceasing obligatto of govern-
men{ anti-{rust actions that enliven its progress.

The early development of this entertainment industry in America is not only a
capsule history of 'gamblers” ys. Yconservatives, 2 struggling for. control of
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a wholly uew business phenowenon, but also a tine in which the industrial
fvamework for the motion pictuve business was formulaied an. strengthened,
influencing not only the productc of this systew: but also the society which
served as consumer.

A ~business history approach to the American silenv film era entails the
underscanding of the period as one in which the major interest was in machines
necessary for motion piciure production and projeccion. The inventors' intevest
in the nature of the filus piroduced and the methods of organizing distribution
and e:hibivion interests was a later development. one which was not evident
unti' che formation of the Patenis Company in 190;., This conglomerate was the
means by vhich the manufacturers attempted to control the industry.

that the manufacturers found, however, was a breed of wmen who saw dis~-
tribution as the major position of strength in the industry. These “indepen-
dents, ' called so because they stood apart from the licensed Patents mémbers,
had strength in film distribution exchanges throughout the country providing -
an inteimediary between the producers and the exhibitors. With the source
of supply dried up, due to estrangement from the Patenis Company, the inﬂepen-
dents formed their own producing units. The Patents were now challenged on
two fronts: the independents not only distributed filws but were also in
the production business. The area which was s¢ill dominated by the Patents,
however, was that of exhibition: through the required fees for use of licensed
projectors, theatre owners were at the mercy of the Patents Company policies.

Uhen the validity of the Patents claim of conirol over machinery began to
be doubted by the courts, the independents saw the chance to move into the
exhibicion business, and their accumulation of theatres began. This develop-
ment, however, took place over a long period of time. Changes in the business
climate, increased demand for the supply of both more films and betier filws,
a growing desire for longer films, the government's scrutiny of the film in-
dustry~-for over two decades the film industry was influenced by these develop:
ments, the details of which 2re covered in the disucssion below.

EarlY iionopoly Control, 1595-1910

The history of the American film industry begins not with the ariists but
with the inventors and the businessmen. From 15963 to 1908,4 the motion picture
business in America “was dominaced by companies interesied primarily in the
wanufacture and sale of wotion picture equipwent."S The major figure 1in this
battle was the inventor Thomas A. Edison, who held contirol over important f£ilm,
cariera, and projector patents.? Opposing Edison and his licensees’ were che
American ilutoscope and Biograph® with its own licensees.? For the first thirteen
years of the film industry, each camp Lept the other involved in couct suiis
over the right to manufacturae and sell film equipwent.lo

During this time, th2z nunber of actual film production companies grew
steadily. pefore the turn of the century, the industry was represented by
four major studios: [disoan (1893), American Mutoscope and Biograph (1598},
Lubin (1597}, and Vitagraph (1697). By 19C7, other studios had been formed
to compete in the growing marlket. George Kleine, whose Optical Company had
been importing the films of Gaumont and Urban Eclipse, joined with Samuel Long
and Francis i{iarion in 105 to form a production cowmpany, entitled "Kalem,™
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utilizing the first letters of ihe three men's last names. In the next year,
Colonel William N. Selig formed his Polyscope Company, and George K. Spoow
with actor Gilberct Y. Anderson organized the Essanay (5. and A.) Film Manu-
facturing Company. When 1905 arrived, eight major companies and a few small
producing units were vying with importing firms to fill the demands of the
market.

As studio activity inereased, so too did ithe length of the films produced.
Beginniug as a pecp-show curiosity viewed through the Edison Kinetoscope and
Biograph's tutoscope, the fiims grew from a few feet in length to the standard
100C foot reel which ran abous fourteen minutes. With the increased length
also caune the possibility for story-telling. By 1903, with, Edwin 8. Porter's
The Great Train Robbery, most film producers recognized that the dominant
appeal of the commercial moiion picture was in its narrative capacity.

The move of films from the nickelodeons and vaudeville theatres as "'fillers’
to theatres in which they were che sole source of entertainment also called
for increased efficiency of distribution. Before 1904, exhibitors bought films
directly from producers or their appointed agents.ll However, people' like the
iiiles Birothers of San Francisco quickly recognized the opportunities of exchange
businesses which woyld purchase a number of prints from producing firms and then
rent them to exhibitora. By 1907, between 125 and 150 film exchanges had sprung
up around the country,l2 handling distribution on states right agreement.13
Among the new members of the film exchange business were men destined to #ecome
major figures in the industry's development: Carl Laemmle, whoae exchange
interests and IifP company would seriously challenge the Motion Picture Patents
Company;14 William Fox, whose Greater New York Film Rental Company was the one
licensed exchange to challenge the Patents' attempt at controlling all licensed
exchanges;15 Harry and Sam Warner, two of the Warner Brothers; John R. Freuler
and Harry Aitken, who together later formed the Mutual Film Corporation; plus
a number of others who would form production companies to challenge the Patents

group.

By 120G, the film i{ndustry in America--though far from achieving the indus-
trial complexity it would eventually encompass~--contained all of the elements
necessary to grow fpd to prosper. Ten major corpanies were producing the
wajority of films,*¥ although Edison involved many of them--~particularly Bio-
graph--in court suits over violation of patenis; film exchanges were functioning
throughout the nation; and, perhaps over 5,000 theatres!? were available to
exhibit the produci to a society hungry for cheap mass entertainment. In thia
field of potential splendor, souwe membars of the industry could aee the possi-
bility for real industrial stability by collecting the three areas of the
business-+production, distribution, exhibition--under one umbrella. For this
stability to occur, peace had Lo break out betwue. the two warring camps of ;
Edison and Biograph.

In September of 190G, this peace was effected by the formation of the Motion
Piccure Pacents Company. This "holding cornphny:‘lu controlled all the important
camera and projector paientsl® necessary for film production. A major function
of the company was the collection of royalties from anyone making use of quip-
nent falling under the Company's patents. The collection activities were of
three types: machine royalties {cameras), exhibitor royalties {projectors)gp
and film royalties, By early 1209, the Patents’Company has "entered into agree-
ments . . . (&) the supplier of raw film [Eastman Kodak Company], (b) the most
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important producers of iotion pictures, 0 {c) the several manufadqturers of pro-

jecting mac%%nes,zl {d) the great bulk of rental exchanges, and (e) the leading
exhibitors. In the sutmer of 1909, the members of the Patents Company could
view themselves as partners in a prosperous, trouble-free future--almost.

} .
The potential control by the Patents Company seemed to mauny a lost favorable
development in the industry.<* The roles of the Patents Company appeared to be
soundly determined:

(a) holding titlc of patents governing motion picture
£ilm, cameras, and projectors;

A
{b) licemsing individuals and companies to conduct
motion picture operations under its jurisdiction;

regul. ting the conduct of business of theose licensed;

preventing infringement by those not licensed by the
Patents Company; and

collecting royalties from various functionaries in

exchange for the privilege of operating as licensed

companies in the field.Z .
But other aspects of this period undermined the Pitents® security. The Patents
Company was formed in a period of trust-breaking. The American public had showed
:in a previous election, and w uld continue to show in the future, an adverse
feeling about monopolies~-Presidents Rooscvelt, Taft, and Wilson followed the
public's mandate in attacking the trusts. Too years after the fuorming of the
Patents Cowpany, thz Supreme Cour. would hold Standard 0il in violation of the
Sherman Anti-Trust Lav and order the corporziiva to dissolve. This was also the
period of unlimited opportunity in business, a perind in which penniless immi-
plants became drawmatis personae in real-life Horatio Alger success stories.
Strong fipures entered the motion picture field, men who were not easfly con-
trollest and who were unwilling to be partners in the Patents Company scheme.

Two of these rebels=-Carl Lacmmle and William Forz--have z=ceived adequate
coverage in other sources.25 Laemmle achieved his fame by challenging the Trust
policics in his advertisements for his unlicensed filu: exchange business in which
he openly called for vasistance from exhibitors.?6 Fox refused to s<ll his
licensed erchange to the Patents Company when they attewpted to consolidate i
of the licemsad exchanges under one management. Laemmle and Fox were not alon.,

there were others who held zn early aversion toward the plans of the Patents
Company. '

Unlicensed exchanges turough.ut the country tried to wmaintain .their solvency
by distributin- *he product of the unlicensed manufacturing companies: in
Octobez, 1909 . of seven recls per week-~-compared to around eighteen from
the Patents- er- railable from the independents {Carson Company, Columbia Film
Company; I - 't iiotion Ficture Company; Phoenix Company; Powers Company;
and liorld .. n lia -facturing Company).27 Additional iundependent sources fox
f*lms were the small nurber of impoPters of European product: Cricks and Hartin;
Hepworth Magufacturing Conpany; Robert W. Pauly Ualter Tyler; William, Brown,
and Earle.?% Less than a dozen exchanges operated openly as unlicensed: Anti-

165




145

Trust Film Company (Chicago); <hicago Film BExchange (Atlanta, Chicago, Denver,
ttashville, Omaha, Salt Lake City, .and Washington, D. C.); Eagle Film Exchange
(Philadelphia); Eastern Film Exchange (Pittsburgh); Economy Film Service
(Pictsburgh); Harsin {sic)] and Company (New York); Keystone Film Supply
(Scranton, Pennsylvaniz); Liberty Film Exchange (Philadelphia); New England
Film Exchange (Boston); dew Jersey Film Rental Company (Jersey City); Unique
Film and Construction Company (Chicago).29 These unlicensed exchanges were in
competition with over one hundred licensed agencies. Unlicensed exhibitors in
1909 numbcred 2,5000 compared to a total of 10,000 to 12,000 licensed theatre
operators,30

Besides those who decided to risk business operation without Patents'
licenses were a few who tried to support the independent cause while still
retaining their licensed status. Firms such as Western Film Exchange, organized
in.1906 by John R. Freuler and Harry A. Aitken, were licensed by the Trust but
also distributed unlicensed filws. Another firm, H. and H. Film Exchange,
founded by Samuel S, Hutchinson and Charles J. Hite, tried to play both sides
of the fence. But such activity did not go unnoticed by the Patents Company.

A letter to Standard FilmBEwhmge o§ Chicago, dated July 10, 1910, from the
Patents Company decreed the following:

Gentlemen:

The licenses of the 0. T, Crawford Film Exchange
Company, St. Louils, Missouri, Western Film Exchange,
St. Louis, Missouri, and Kay-Tee Filn Exchange, Los
Angeles,- California, have been cance.led.,

We hand you herewith a list of exhibitors served
by these exchanges.3l /

i

Almost half of the ovar one hundred licenses for film exchanges were revoked
during the first two years of the Patents operatior/.32 The finah controlling
move by the Patents Company was the formation of the General Filwm Comoany in
April, 1910, Within eighteen months, the General 'Film Company "had purchased
fifty-eight [0f the sixty-nine licensed] Amer{cap exchanges, apd during the
same period the ifotion Picture Patents Company dancelled the licenses of ten.,"
The one liccnsed exchange to hold out against -che General Film Corpany wds
William Fox, who then joined the other unlicensged exchanges in the battle. For
the Pstents' partners, the General Film Compan; was & necessary move; but for
the Uniied States Government, this wove convinfed thepm the Trust had to be
stopped.

rA /

Expansion and Competition, 1910-1947

Most sources cita legal action as the cause for che dissolution of the
Patents Company. This explanation has been shoun to be far too simple.
Edison and Biograph *~ =~ .he oaly stockholders in the Patents Company; the
other members receiv . the privilege of operating under Patents' sanction,
while Edison and Biograph received the major share of ﬂgchine royalties.
Theve is little doubt that this situation weakened the kind of solidarity
which the Company expected of its membars, An analysis of the internal decay
of Patents' esprit reveals a fluidity of personnel-trading from the Paients'
nembers to the independent ranks, a willingness of Patéhis' companies to aid
iadependent production effo 'ts, and challenges to the Patents' regulations
brbugh: by tha members thenselves.
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Of course, outside influences were also felt. There was the growing
strength of the independents, led by Carl Laemmle, which undermined the
Patents® attempt to control stars' salaries through anonymity,35 to keep
filin lengths under three,reels,37 and to regulate the amount of product
releasad weekly.38 Not only did the independents plan t{o exploit star
attraction in their productions, but they 3130 continued to release ITrust
films after their licenses had been revoked.?”? The Trust replied by legal
action, but the time factor between instituting a case and receiving a ruling
allowed exchanges to continue along this line until their own production units
had built up an adequate supply of films for release.

The independent movement had a number of strong points jin its favor: (1)
the "crust-breaking" spirit evident in the country, in the courts, and in the
gzovernment, gave the independenis' cause a sympathetic appeal for the general
public; (2) the independent exchanges could deal on a more regional, and
more personal level with exhibitors than could the mammoth General Film
.Company, the Patents distribution outlet; (3) without the commitments called
for by Trust production policies, the independents could release as many--or
as few--films as the market would stand, and of varying lengths; {4) the
independents could also raid the personnel of Trust companies by offering
“star status' to the actors and actresses; and (5) they could vary the
price of films without adhering to the Trust scale.

By 1912, the power of the Trust had beén weakened sufficiently so that
the territory was fairly open. For three long years the independents had
grown steadily, resisting the Trust at every move, What resulted from this
struggle, however, was not merely the downfall of the Patents' Company; in
its place were put all .the ingredients for new and larger trusts.

As early as 1909, the independents had formed the Wational Independent
Woving Picture Alliance aimed at providing an alternative to the Trust .40
This organization was replaced in the Spring of 1910 by the Motion Picture
Distributing and Sales Company, formed by the heads of IMP (Carl Laemwmle)
and the New York Motion Picture Company (Adam Kessel and Charles Baumann),
with some unoffici-~l backing by Vestern Film Exchange {John R. Freuler and
Harry A. Aitken).%l The Sales Company was billed in trade journals as
direct competiicion to General Film. However, within a few weeks after the
Sales Company had been organized, a number of independents ¢ould sece no
difference between the licensed and unlicensed distribution agencies. On
June 15, 1910, a third exchange organization was announced: the Associated
Independent Filn lanufacturers combine, composed of Thanhouser, Kestor, Eclair,
Actophone, Lux, EZlectrograph, Centaur, Motograph, and others.#2 yith dissen-
sion now apparent in the independent camp, fear arose that General Film cor? !
not be broken. The Sales Company was supported by IMP, Ambrosio, Cines,
Eclair, Great Norvthem, Itala, and Powers; Associated was made up of inde-
pendents who announced they would "not sell through any Sales Company . "3
Less than a wonth later, a compromise between the two independent factions
was announced:

The ifotion Picture Distributing anq Sales Company
was re-incorpotated under a new charter which gave
equal represeniation Lo Sales Company and Associated
Independent interests.4

$1ich this compromise, the independents joined together to wage battle with the
Cencral Film Company for the next two yeais.
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The early dissension among the in.2pendents, however, was ag@ a evident in
1912. In April of that year, the trade journals announced the formation of
Mutual Filwm Corporation;“- included in this move was the establishment of the
Film Supply Company of America to compete with the Sales Comp ny, Laemmle
irmediately countered by dissolving the Sales Company and, organ1zing Universal,
an amalgamation composed of loyal Ssles Company members. The independents were
again split into two groups:

Thanhouser, Gaumont, American, Grea* Northern, Reliance,
Eclair, Solax, Majestic, Lux, [New Yo k Motion Picture,]
and Comet . . . were allied with the Fiim Supply Company;
while . . . IMP, Powers, Rex, Champion, yopublic, and
Nestor became part of the Universal organ.zatlon‘

Some explanation for this dissension has been, offured by noting the person-
alities involved. Kalton C. Lahue has suggested that it was dissension between “_,/”
Aitken and Laemmle which resulted in the split bketween Mutual and Universa

Aitken's brother Roy has alﬁo chronicled some of the difference arry
had with other executives.*$ There were other Leasons,-~ut, which suggest that .

Laermle's Sales Company in practice was not unlfikc General Fiim.49The Sgles
Company attempted on a small scale to regulate the number of films offered to

the market by its member independent firms. Because Laemmle held lgrge interests
in certain independent companies, it was conceivable that some films (particulare
ly from IMP, Powers, and Rex) would receive preferential treatment, which would
arouse the displeasure of other firms. No one factor can explain the actions

of men involved with the industry during this period. As suggested at the
outset, this group of individuals can be divided between the "gamblers" and

the "conservatives,” those who were eager to explore new possibilities in pro-
duction, distribution, and exhibition, and those who found comfort in following
the previously proven methods.

During this period, the standard length of films for both licensed and un-
licensed manufacturers was the one~ or two-reel film. 7In this area especially
there was potential conflict brewing between the "gamblers’ and the "conser-
vatives.” The one~ and two-reel film was an accepted, marketable product;
ionger films demanded more time, more financing, and a generally increased
modz of production. The majority of conservative producers seemed reluctant
to consider the importance of a new phenomenon appearing in 1912--the feature
film. .

The arrival of the feature film from overseas played a lage part in the
attempts to find new wethods for distributing the longer filwms. Because the
majority of theatres in the country were small and built for the short, rapid
turnover method of exhibit'on, features had to be aimed at the larger theatres
and for extended runs. Crasequently, the limited--conservative=-distribution
of the Sales Compeny, no doubt, seened iradequace for those companies wanting
to gamble on a more intense method of distribution to support longer films.

Instead of a central distributing agency, the dissident independents favored
the selling of territerial rights to regioral distributors, a method known as
states~-right distribution. Under this system, the right to exhibjit a film would
be sold to a territorial distributor for either a flat vate or on a parcentage
basis. This wethod was advantageous in that it showed an immediate return to
the orlzinal producers of ¢he film; the drawback was that the producers might
not share in any extraordinary success at the box office.
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The developments of 1912 iﬁcluded not only these changes in distribution
instituted by the formation of Universal and Mutual, but also an entry into

e feature production along two fronts. On one side, George Kleine, a Trust

mewber, and Adolph Zukor began importing foreign features and spectacles.

The presentation of Queen Elizabeth by Zukor in 1912 led to the formation of
“"Famous Players in Famous Plays,' an organization founded by Zukor on the
principle that the feature film and the "star system' were the directions

mos¢ promising for the industry. On the ocher side, William Fox formed the
Fox Film Company, immediately beginning plans to produce features. Fox joined
a2 long line of distributors-turned-producers, such as Joseph Engel and William
Swanson {(Rex, founded 1909}, Edwin Thanhouser and Charles J. Hite (Thanhouser,
£. 1910), Samuel S. Hutchinson and John R. Freuler (American, £. 1910), Harry
Aitken (iajestic, £. 191C). The feature f£ilm in Ame_ica had developed both

in the importing end and in the domestic end of the industry.

By 1913, a number of one-time distribution companies had become feature
filw producers. Warner's Features, first organized in 1912, and Box Office
Atcractions {eventually to become Fox Film Company) were established specifi-
cally to produce feature filws and to acquire other features from independents
for their own distribution chains.?0 fThis was also the year in which zulor's
Famous Players instituted its 'block-booking' form of distribution, in which
the company received a guarantee of acceptance of a number 0of features from
the individual distributors and exhibitors.

In ay of 1914, the trade papers announced the formation
of Paramount Pictures Corporation to handle distribution
of Famous Players Film Company, Jesse L. Lasky Feature
Play Company, and Bosworth, Inc., filus,

Hutual‘suéﬁfem;t to orgzanize a nacional chain of distributors was quickly
followed by oilver cowpanies, but with an added ingredient--the accumulation of
theatres. Alco, which was rhe stimulus for Meiro Pictures, allied itself with
Loew's Theatre Chain, laying the foundation for the eventual formation of M-G-M;
iforld Tilm (Selzniclk) also began acquiring theaires for its distribution inter-
ests; Triangle {formed by Aitten with directors Thomas Ince, D, ¥, Griffith,

and jjack Sennet) entered U@ theatre race by purchasing a fey large, metropolitan
iirst-run houses; and even four Patents members, V,S.L.E, (Vitagraph, Selig,
Lubin, and Essanay) began theatre acquisition.

The rise of the [eature filn not only incensified distribution comcerns, but
also led to the developrent of 'movie palaces. Profit could only be won from
large crowds viewing the longer, more expensively produced films, and this fact
talled for more appealing theatres. Throughout the country, a move began for
glamorous showcases of feature films, theatres which would attract larger
audiences--and higher priccs.?

For all areas of the motion piciure indusiry, the period from 1910 through
121, vas warked by esentiul developmznts: the dissolution of Patents' conirol,
che rise of the independents; che struggle for power among the indz2pendents,
and a change in the scale of film production which dewanded financial stability
beyoad (he capabilities of the one- and two-reel wanufacturers.

2
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The Second lMonopoly, 1917-192%

By rhe beginning of 1217, che structure and operation of the film industry
had changed drastically from the nickelodeon days. The Patents Company had '
been all but dissolved by the Court and by its own members.53 The number of
producing cowpanies had diminished, with the result that only a few large
feature~film companies controlled the majority of the industry, unconcerned
with and unbothered by the number of short~£ilm manufactureres struggliag to
maintain solvency.

The year 1917 saw the move by Paramount to incorporate Artcraft, Keystone,
Realart, anc¢ Hearst's Cosmopoliian studios. The year also saw the formation
of Goldwyn Pictures and the organization of First National Exhibitors Circuit
by twenty~six leading theatre owners throughout the country., ~First National
irmediately engaged in coupetition with Adolph Zukor for control of the industry;
ovning far more theatres than Zulkor, the First Mational had the financial back~
ing to steal the two highest priced stars of the industry--Mary Pickford and
Charlic Chapiin., For the next four years, the industry was to be chaped by the
race for theatre acquisition on one side by First Hational and on the other by
Adolph Zulkor.

Such g race called for the sirongest of financial support. As early as
1912, i1all Street had shown & willingness to participate in the financial
activities of the film iudustry: Crawford Livingston and Otte Kahn had placed
their financial resources behind the formation of riutual. Most of the major
theatre chains had backing frowm financial wizards, and as produc*ion increased
both in length and in budget, the same type of backing was necessitated for
the stahility of studios.gé

Barly in 1918, the United State entered the European War closing some of
the foreign m.rkets for American films, After some early booiz in theatre
attendance, the yuar saw the demise of Biograph and Edison (the two stalwarts of
the Patents Company), Hutual Film Corporation, Triangle Films, and Thanhouser,
amony other smaller firms, 99 By the war's end, the stage was set for the major
companies who were to concrol all three areas of the industry for twenty years.

In 1919, United Artists was formed by comedian Charles Chaplin, actor
Douglas Fairbanls, director D. Y. Griffith, and actress Mary Pickford, Harry
and Jack Cohn, with Joseph Brandt, forwed C.B.C. Fictuwes which, in five years,

sould become Columbia Pictures. T(larner Brothers strenﬂthcneg its alliance with
the Stanley Corperation, assuring the vonpany of its own theatres. Pavamount,
First National, Goldwyn, and Loew's were all actively procuring theatres to
insure their own exhibition markets. In two years, the breakdown would be

as follows:

First National . . . . . . . . 3400 theatres
Paramount « «+ + « « « « « » « 303 theatres
Loaw's (M-C-l) &« ¢ « ¢ « « & 70 theaires
GOlAWYN « « « o v o s o« o o 30 .heatresSd

This move for zaining th atre control was the final step in the "new
monopoly." In 1921, the same court actions which eliminated the power of the
Patents' monopoiy were begun against Famous-Playcrs-Lesky and Paramount for
‘unfair cowmpetition.”37 The era had come full civcic: from chaos to monopoly
had coue new chaos and then a new monopoly. An# in its wake, the wave of
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business expansion had left behind companies which had helped to build the
industry but who were illeequipped o play for such high stakes, Smaller
conpanies managed to lag a scep behind, waiting for the dust to settle before
venturing forward., These ¢maller companies in their conser~atism and their
careful practice are not as widely known as their flawboyauc rivals; yet,
economically, these lesser {irms acted as pariners to the budding conglomerates
in the development of a mass entertainment industry.

Conclusions

If we are to ynderstand the potential impact of filw on society, it is
important to survey the industrial structuring of the film business. Where
the money comes from will influence the ideas in a film. Today, film ideas
in this country must be strained through the purses of Gulf-Western (Paramount),
Kinney Parking Lots (fJarner Brothers), Transamerica (United Artists). Wall
Street has permeated the etiecutive branch of Hollywood and holds a major say
oveir what reaches our film screens.

How did this occur? <Clearly, the answer is a8 couplicated one, and this
scudy anly scratches the surface of one possible.interpretation. But it should
be evident from the discussion that in America, at lease, film is run by the
businessmen. Certainly, some inventors were alkin to the artists in their
vision, their cultural responsibility, and their progressive contribution to
a society's development. It tool the businessian, however, to push the industiy
into the massive dimension we see today.

Film history can serve nore to today's student than the standard justifica-
gions which have been offered., Film history provides not only & cultural
heritage but also a rcrutiny of the structure beneath the tradition. Film
history not only gives meaning and perspective to the past but also provides
the challenges for the fucure. And film history gives a context which instead
of providing predictability, actually stimulates the potential for change.

This short history of the film industry from 1096 to 1921 should suggest
sond 0t the goals of film historical study. 1In short, it should demoastrate
the nature of doing film history: a retreat to the past to re~think the
present; a re~thinking of the past in a present state of mind; and a searching
chirough the past to find rhe future.
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Footnotes

1F. D. Klingender and Stuart Legg, Money Behind the Screen {London:

Lawrence and Wishart, 1937), p. 70. My italics serve to point out the division
this chaprer will use. .

ZSee Dichard Griffith's introductzon to the reprint edition of Hampton.

3The generally recognized dace for the first commercial exhibition of
motion pictures in America is April 23, 18696, when Thowas Armat demonstrated
his and Thomas A. Edison's Vitascope for the Koster and Bial Music Hall audience
in NMew York City. See Rawsaye, pp. 231-32; Hampton, pp. 11-12; Lewis Jacobs,
The Rise of the American Film (Wew York: Columbia University Teachers College,
1956}, pp. 3=4; Arthur Knight, The Liveliest Art (New ‘York: Macmillan, 1957},
p- 10; and Macgowan, p. 122, Host of these sources seem to base their use of
this dave on The New York Daily Mirror, April 25, 1896, p. 20.

L“The iotion Picture Patents Company was incorporated on September T, 1908.'
Ralph Cassady, Jr., "bionopoly in Motion Picture Production and Distribution:
1908-1915," Southern California Law Review, XXXII (Summer 1¢S2), 329. As my
discussion will suggest, the formation of the Patents Company was a major
development in a hitherto unorganized industry. Cassady's coverage of the
Patents Company and its effects on the. industry is based primarily on court
cases and contemporary evidence, and is by far the most accurate and dependable
research done on the economic and legal aspects of this era. The source for
wuch of Cassady's material is the Iranscript of Record of United Stateg vs.
Motion Picture Patents Company, in the District Court of the United States
for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania (1915) to be referred throughout this
study as Record. His article will be a najor reference and influence in this
chapter,

ﬂae D. Huettig, Econopic Control of the Motion Picture Industrz (Phlladelphiaz
University of Pennsylvania, 1944}, p. 3. Italics mine.

“Edison's film patents (nos. 12035 and 12192) and camera patent (no. 12037)
were not his ouly assets. His associates were Thomas Armat, who held projector
patents {nos. 573,1l0%--the star-wheeled intermittent motion device; 500,749;
504,253-=the "Phantoscope’--with Charles Francis Jenkins; 580,916, from
Villiam G. Steward and Ellis F. Frost; and 673,992--the "Vitascope'"); and -
Albert E. Smith, of Vitagraph, who had projector patents (nos. 673,329-~framing
device; 744,251; 770,937; 7711,2060; 785,205, from William Ellwood; and
705,237). Edison's role as an inventor of molLion pictures has received a
serious debunking in Gordon Hendricks, The Edison Motion Picture liyth (Berkeley:
University of Callfornla, 1e01).

7Essanay Film lianufacturing Company, Kalen Filwm bkianufacturing Company, Lubin
Janufacturing Compaay, Gaglon liéiiés, Pathé Foéres, Selig Polyscope Company, and
Vicagraph Cowpany of Awerica.




““Biograph,”’ as the ANMBC was called, held camera Patent no. 629,053 (an
intermiccent mecion device from Herman Casler) and projector patents nos,
?O?,934 (from Woodville Latham, on the film loading n2ethod popularly known
as “the Latham Loop') and 722, 382 (from John A, Pross, on the shutter
wechanism),

9"'The Biograph's licenseas, unlike the Edison licensees, were importers
rather chan domestic producers: {Cassady, 328). These included Williams,
Brown and Earle; Kleine Optical Company; Charles E. Dressler; and Thomas *
Armat. Until che Patents Company was formed, Armat held contractual agreements
wich both Edison and Biograph.

10
For a list and description of some of these litigations, sce Cassady, 328,

also Michael Conant, Antitrust in the Motion Picture Industry {(Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California, 1900). pp. 1G6-21; and Lewis, pp. L1-27.

1lBefore the exchange systew was initiated, the distribution of films was
in the hands of Lhe producers themselves. A few producing companies, however,
had agencies which would handle Lhis end of the business for them; for exanple,
Cdison appointed Frank R. Ganmon and Horman C. Raff as his exclusive represen-
catives. Such agents took on the responsibilities of getting their client's
. products into the theatres, while also protecting the patents held by theic
+ clients

12Huettig, p. 134

BJOEEB, p. 43. She explains the term “'states right to mean that each
esichange "purchased pictures with the understanding he might rent them only
in states agreed upon in the deal.

4 .
1}]E‘car an 'authorized -~and somewhat generous--biography of Laemmle, see

John Drinkwater, The Life and Adventures of Carl Laemmle (New York: Putnam,
1531). Contrary to some sources, IMP was not founded in 1907 but instead in
May, 190¢; see Moving Picture World, IV (May 29, 1909), 740, for Laewmmle's

announcement of Independent dotion PicLures.

15An extremely biased biography in favor of Fox and against the film
industry is Upton Sinclair, Upton Sinclair Presents William Fox (Los Angeles:
By the author, 1933).

1°American Mutoscope and Biograph Company; BEdison Film Manufacturing
Company: Essanay Film lianufacturing Company; Kalem Company, Inc.; Kleine
Optical Company (importers Oof Gaumont and Urban Eclipse films); Lubin
Manufaciuring Company; Gaston lieélies (respesenting Georges Mélias Star
Filns); Pathé Fréres; Selig Polyscops Company; and Vitagraph Company of
Arerica.
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17Johes, p. 55. The source does not cite where this information was found,
and it is difficult to believe the number is completely accurate, No govern-
ment census for theatres covers this early period; in fact, actual census
information is not available until 1921, and then only for production fiyms.
In 1909, a Patents Company official testified later, there were approximately
0,000 theatres in the country; these, however, were theatres devoted solely
to the exhibition of motion pictures. During 1900, many legitimate theatres
would feature films along with the live dramatic or vaudeville presentations.
It is highly possible that Jobes' figure includes both legitimate theatres and
motion picture houses., The point here is that without accurate statistical
data for this period, all numbers are approximate. Another factor--one which
this study will constantly confront~-is that the industyy was rapidly changing.
In 1912, The Moving Picture World underlined this fact in noting, “Until the
year 1912 a list of wotion picture theatres in any one city might be correct
on the day it was made but & weel; later could not re relied upon, so constant
was the changing of the ownership of theatres.” HMoving Picture Annual and
Yearbook for 1912 (Mew York: Moving Picture World, 1913), p. 39. See Also
note 29 below.

lu“Holding Company™ has the following legal definition: ''A super~corporation
which owns or at least controls such & dominant interest in one or more other
corporations that it is enabled to dictate their policies through voting power;
a corporation organized to hold the stock of other corporations; any company,
incorporated or unincorporated, which is in a position to control or materially
influence the management of one or more other companies by virtue, in part at
least, of its ownership or securities in the other companies."” Black's Law
bictionacy, 4th ed. (St. Paul: ,West, 1968), p. OG5.

19See notes 7 and 9 above.

ZOLy July, the following had signed agreements wihh the Patents Company,
all of whom=-with the exception of Méliés--~were charter members: Biograph,
Edison, Essanay, Kalem, Kleine, Lubin, Méliés, Pathé, Selig, and Vitagraph.

21Edison, Lubin, Selig, and George K. Spoor (of Essanay)--all of these also
producing films-~, Armat, Edengraph, Enterprise Optical, Nicholas Power, Eberhard
Schneider, American Hoving Picture Machine, Gaumont, Bi~~~aph, and Precision
HMachine.

22Cassady, p- 332. It would be difficult to provide an accurate list of

both exchanges and exhibitors: "The Motion Picture Patents Company iu an
Exhibitors' Bulletin dated January 22, 1909. listed 1.1 licensed exchanges
throughout the United States~ (Cassady, p. 340; the list is availa'.le in 1
Record 87-94). Also according to the testimony of Haxcy M. Marvin, Vice-
President of tha tlotiou Picture Paients Company, there were approxinately

5,000 evhibitors in the United States in 1909, and he estimated that three or
four thousand of these became licensees [1 Record 27). However, those remaining
outside the fold were for the most part, no doubt, swall and relatively unimpor-
tant¢ (Cassady, pp. 342-43). ,
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“in a report of a special committee of the Film Service Association ’
(made up of erstwhile Edison exchange licensees) dated January 9, 1909, the
new exchang: agreemenc was Judged in the main satisfactory and it stated

« + . that the Patents Company's license should prove desirable to all
ambers who wished to build up the business along legitimate lines'™ (Cassady,
339; 1 Record 499-500), '

24Cassady, p. 345.

5369 notes 15 and 16 above, Must general histories covering this era
will focus on Laemmle and Fox as the two leading figures in the independent
novement. However, the participation was far more extensive than merely the
activities of these two men, as will be shown later in this chapter.

2 \ ;

6For example, an advertisement in the Moving Picture World, IV (iiay 1, 1509),
533, read: '"Good Morrow! Have you paid $2.00 for a license to pick your teeth
this woek?"

< 1
2'Moving Picture Uorld, V (Hovenber 13, 1909}, 661, See Cassady, p. 366.

Bassady, p. 363.

zglhig. See also Moving Ficture World, iv (January 23, 1209), advertiscmenLs
passim. ’

30Conant, p. 19,

3ICassady% PP. 348-4%. 2 Record 1075.

JZCassady lists 115 licensed exchanges in early 1909, with foriLy-two being
cancelled by February, 1911 (333).

33Cassad)', p. 357.

4

3 For.a yell~documented study of the nultifarious causes for the Patents'
failure, see Jeanne Thomas, ""The Decay of the Motion Picture Patents Company,"
Cinema Journal, X {(Spring 1971}, 34-40.

35

See Thomas, pp. 39«40,

LT .

Jo“Although the gtar systeu was not as yet in effect in the motion picture
industry in 1909, some players were known to the public by a gencral designation
rather than by specific name. For example, the very popular Florence Lawrence
vas Lnown as the 'Biograph Girl' by the public even though she remained anonymous
(Cassady, p. 369). 8Se2 algso wioving Picture World, V (Decewber 18, 1309), 566,
for Lacmmle's exploitation of Miss Lawrence after he had stolen her away from
Biograph.
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George Kleine, importer of Gaumont and Eclipse filus, was limited to
3,000 running feat [or three reels] of new subjyeccts per week.plus 1,500
running feet of special subjects imported” (Cassady, p. 330).

8This aspect, however, shouisd not be overstated. Cassady notes, “While
inporter-licensees were limited in the footage that they were permitted to
velease, the manufacturer~licensees were not restricted in the amount of
motion picture films they were permitted to produce. and sell” (p. 330). At
the same time, the actual licensing affected control of the weekly supply.
Most historians cite the Patents Company's dogmatic policy in dictating how
wuch film their licensees coyld produce; the facts don't support this.
Instead, the Company's licensing should be seen as an indirect method to
regulate the number of companies releasing on the market, thereby controlling
somewhat the number of reels which would be available.

39Announcements by H. and H. Film Service Company (3 Record 1433-34),
Laewmle Film Service (1439-40), and Western Film Exchange (1455-506) mention
the large supply of licensed film available from them, even after their
licenses had been revoked. See Cassady, p. 367.

¢
}Onoving Picture Vlorld, V (September 25, 1909), 410.

alHoving Picture Yorld, Vi (4pril 16, 1910), 569. Laemmle, Kessel, and
Baumann could openly advertise their names as ''rebels’ because they had
severed relationship with the Trust. Others--gsuch as Aitken and Freuler=--
however, still entertained Trust connections and were forced into a "silent
partner’ relationship in the organized rebellion. Fear of Patents’ censure
and repressive cour..action caused many independents to work undercover.

4ZMoving Picture World, VI (June 18, 1910), 1037. This article, entitled
“An Open Market and an Open Door,' expressed the sentiment that the Sales
Company was General Film in z different guise. Sece Cassady, pp. 371-72.

43Ibid.

oo,

4
4 Cassady, p. 372. See also "The Dove of Peace,' Moving Picture World, VII
(Jely @, 1910), 74=75.

45Hoving Picture World, XII (April 6, 1912), 34.

QOCassady, pp. 373-74. See also Moving Picture World, XII (liay 25, 1912),
707, S07.

4
7Ka1ton C. Lahue, Boupd and Gapged (New York: Barnes, 1963), p. 75.

4
i3See Roy E. aitken, The Birth of a Nation Stozy, as teld to Al P. Nelson
(Hiddleburg, Virginia: t1illiam !/, Denlinger, 1965).
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ROCKING THE ROLE OF CINEMA IN LATIN AMERICA

Louis. Miller . -
University of Michigan “ .

I. THE FACE OF AMERICA

An important diatinction of film as a twentieth century art-form,
has been ita ability to transcend traditional geographical, political,
social and linguistical barriers in transmitting its moral values and
cultural ethos. In part this was due to the motion pictures' emergence
as a silent medium. Not only was.there no need to understand the film-
maker's native language, but it was possible even for illiterates to
grasp the film's message. Written titles, with their aimple vocabulary,
were kept to a minimum, and the pictures were often’understandable with-
out them. A secofd reason was the superficially apolitical nature of
most films ‘made fh the United States. They were predominately melodramas,
light comedies ot adventure films notably lacking in controversial con=
tent of any kind.

-

/

thile the medium was still in its infancy the Motion Pic
Industry was already big business. Control rested izigggfh nds of a few
powerful companies, which besides producing and dist ting pictures
often owned the theatres where they were shown. Credit for this phenom-
enal growth is largely due to their relentless and fiercely competitive
search for new markets. The potential appeal of the movies seemed almost
unlimited and the major studios took advantage of it by creating a world-
wide network for distributing their products. As a result, and despite
their lack of substantial content, these films became an international
medium for mass communication, To quote Peter Bagdonovich. "I relate to
- things in movies better than I do to things in life. It's easier to
understand things in movies"l

Perhaps if the all-talking, all-singing, all-English pictures had
been around from the start, the extensive system of foreign distribution
"would have been less far reaching. However because the network, the
theatres and the audience were already estabi.shed the studios extended
themselves to adapt the sound. film for. export. Among other things they
tried shooting gome movies similtaneously in two or-more languages.”™

"Buster Keaton appeared in four different versions
of his early talkie comedies... For the dialogue
scenes he learned the French, German and Spanish
lines phonetically, calculating that any errors he
committed would add to the comic effect."

Such extravagent measures eventually proved impractical and Hollywdud was
forced ¢o resort to the butchery of dubbing in voices. Yet it serves

to point out the industry's awareness: and consideration of the foreign
market as an important source of revenue.

~ + -
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American cinema's influence in mwa\mmupw worke of many foreign
directors indicates "to some extent. the broad distribution these films
received. More sigrificant is tHe sv -ing effect these imports had on
the development of domestic film industries in less highly developed
nations. .

"During the 1930's, the Brazilian cinema produced
eighty feature films: in the foilowing decade, no N
more than 100. The motion picture trade completely
dominated hy foreign concerns since World War I,
. was so contemptous of the national product that
. one years entire production did not get as much
attention as a single third-rate import...
(Brazilian filwmakers were hampereé¢ by) the obsti-
cles encountexed in a domestic market oonnﬂo-mm
by foreign companies,®3 “

The situation was similar in Mexic. where locally made films produced
by a neo-colonialistic eliie generally imitatcd the American product.

“"After the commercial success of Mexican pictures
during the forties - with the opportune help of
Vorld War II and thz growing illiteracy in Latin

R America ~ those who held on to the rains of the
film industry refused to share the pie they were
savoring. The only reason they were enjoying this
was not because they merited it ~ They were just

. fortunate enough to have arrived at this cinr~a

- : party first.

Determined to keep everybody else out, they"
sealed the doors to entry inte the film industry
eand instituted a real Mafia which was impossitie
to break through.%

IT.  WHY DO YOU THINK THEY CALL IT DOPE?

Focusing our attention on Latin America, we find ic was an espe-
cially. fecund market for the highly polished Hollywood movies. Here the
growth of cinemz coincided conveniently with tiue emergencc of a middle
class people, the orecise group a* which the movies were aimed; people
with money, the time end most importantly a need for the movies, -They
were born a 'tabula zasa', impressionable people in the midst of a cul-
tural vacuum; & cless with no guideposts for cultural identification,
Developing a highly nationalistic cousciousness would haeve been difficult
especially under the aegis of a ruling oligarchy eager to propagate a
dependent culture and strengthen their country's ties with colonial
povers. Consesquently the American dominated consumer osriented media was
., able to achieve a social status and caltural influence glaringly dis-
proportinnate w.th its social, political and economic relevance to the
common people. Together with oiher consumer society products, American
filmc made a sensory assault on the Latin American masses which borderéd
on becoming a cultural monopoly.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




"The ordinary Argentine has 'ittle sense of na:ional
identity and has b way of looking at the world that
is not really his own... Aesthetic attitudes.are
geared to mirrar the Capitalist ideology of the
imperial ruling classes. European styles in paint-
ing, in literature, in film, in fashions; British and
American styles in popular music and crescive com-
fort; . the only models of behavior held up to the
Argertin. masses are models offered for sale by the
neo-colonialists, 1deologically, the masses are
inculcated with the cultural values that lead them

. to desire the very things which serve to perpetuate
their state of dependence, neo-colonization and
exploitation.“5 -J. R. MacBean (pharaphrasi?g the
revolutionary Fi'm, La Hora de los Hornos.)

Pop culture creates a narcotic need that only it can fulfill. This
psychological dependance is blatantly evidence by the realist!c genre of
modern Latin American fiction. In Manuel Puig'c novel, Betraved By Rita

¢ Hayworth, the central character turns on his father o the euphoria of
“ cinema:

]

"Rita Hayworth sings in Spanish in Blood and Sand
and Dad liked it, since it was a benefit for the
Spanish Society that day... he walked out glad he
/ hgd come "Now I'm going to the movies with you all

the time,” since he had forgotton all about his
store bills watching the movie, and we were Walking
out the movie house and Dad said he liked Rita
Hayworth better than any other actress, and I'm
starting to like her better than a.y other too...'

0

More subtly Puig suggests the duality of this escapism:

"(Yet) some:twes she looks wicked, sh: is a gretty
sct.ess but she's always betraying sonebody.”

[

kY
\
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A similar observation is made in Ties Tristes Tigres by C. Cabrera
Infants. He presents a Cuban youth who every Thursday ‘ravels the Santa

Fe Trail:

"(because Santa Fe, as the reader will have puessed
alveady, was Arcadia, the glory and the panaces of
all the sorrows of adolescence; the movies)..., it
felt good ‘thaere, in the front gallery facing the
streen, especially if the s.:ond-bslcony front

row was free (which nicknsmed paradise: a place
for prirces, the equsi of the royal box of other
times, otherv spectacles) and directly under the
stars; _it was almost better even than my memory
of it,"
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But 1t is a habit that demands extreme sacrifices and the novel goes on
to relate the cost of such an artificial high in cutrageously meta-
phorical terms:

"Our last and best resort was books: my father's
or his uncle's or his great-uncle'’s; we sold off
the tamily's literary inheritence... (the library)
every day became more and more iike the memory of a
ibrary."?

In selling their bocks they are symbolically selling out their
native culture for the glamour, excitement and adventure Premised by the
movies; an empty promise as it turns out because they are betrayed by
fleeting memories.

"I can't for the life of me remember the name
of the film we were going to see, which nothing
could Bave stopped us from seeing, which we did
see,

A principle protagonist in Mario Vargas Llosa's The Time Of The Hero
fantasizes: .

, “"And 1'll come ly for you in my new convertible,
with my silk shi my filter-tip cigardttes, wy
leather jacket, my hat with its bright red feather,
I'11 honk the horn, I'1l tell them to get in, I
just came back from the United States yesterday,
let's go for a ride, let's go out to my house in
Orrantia, 1'd like you to meet my wife, she's an
American who used to be a movie star, we got
married in Holleooi the same day I graduated from
the Acadamy,,, 1!

Uhile his girlfriend 13 equally adicted:

"She was completely absorlied by what wes happening

on the screen: her mouth was half open and there

was & hungry stare in her eyes. Later, when they

w: re outside, she described the whole movie as if ‘
Albérto had not seen any part of it, She chattered
about the actresses' dresses and their jewelry, and
when she recalled the comedy episodes her laughter

was very bright and innocent."

"You have a good memory,' he said, "How can you
remember all that?”

"1 told you, I'm crazy about the movies. When
I' m seeing a good movie I forget everything el
It's like I'm in .another world.”

"Yes," Alberto said, "I could tell. Ycu looked
as if you were hypnotiged."l

Lo
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The deea#t behind this . cade of other worldly innocence is only
hinted at later when Varpas Llosa, like Puig wuses Rita Hayworth az a
metaphor for the motion picture industry's shallow surfaces.

"They called him (Alberto) Dracula, the Momster,
' Fraukenstein, Rita Hayworth.., the bandage cover:ng
his face was a perfect mak, no one could read the
truth from his ‘feavures."

“"Teacher, your eyes are exactly like Rita Hayworth's...
half Serious, half mocking. The¥ say he isn't a
Frenchman (American), he's a Peruvian trying to pass

as a Frenchman (American), and thai means he's a

son of a bitch. I doa't know anything worse than
betraving your country."lé

The evidence appears overwhelming that our Hollywood worldiview has
penetrated to the very depths of Latin American comsciousness.’ Glauber
Rocha, spokesman for Brazil's revolutionary nationalistic CINEMA NOVO,

- emphasizes the pervasive effects of the media:

"Like every othey culture in this technology-
dominated world, Brazilian culture shows the
influence of cinema. Film arbicrate life-styles,
activates the imagination with its fantasies,

and shapes moral life, Yet it is impossible 1g
speak of the ¢ 1ema in its Brazilian context
without re.zrring the North American film, whose
influence and aggressivencss distributes North
American cultures through the world so that aud-
iences now expect from all films only those' images
they are accustomed to seeing in Hollywood ‘cinema."l3

ITI. HOW'S YOUR MOTHER?

fhe 'Alliance for Progress' has cbviously decieved us and broken
faith with the Latin American people by becoming an alliance for
repression with the ruling oligarchies and military elite. It already
seems to late for simply developing nationalistic cinemas, the disease
has spread too fer and festered too long. The cure, iF there is one, must
necessarily 'involve the formation of a new cinema, revolutionary in form,
coantent, production and distcribution.

"Tt's very hard to define what a revolutionary movie

is, but I asked people in Latin America what they

thousht & revolutionary movie should be. They told me

that -any movie that exposes the reality of American life
. 1s revolutionary in the contex. of Latin America, because

they're battling 30 years, 40 years of brainwashing. You




12

know, the movies that show the big American crew-cut
hero and the sexy svelte American woman who's every-
thing the Latin American women aren't and want to be.
The blonde blue-eyed monsters, and the comfortable
life in_America. Vell, that ain't the way it is,yow
know,"16 -jane Fonda

Now there are signs of hope; over the past few years more and more
experiments in radical filmmaking have surfaced and come to the public
attention. CINEMA NOVO, most noticably, has started destroying long
staﬁﬂﬁng cinematic ster otypes in Brazil while, at the same time,

Argen Zn’s CINE LIBERAT{ON GROUP has given us a significant prototype

for a hew cinema; Fernando Solanas' La Hora de los Hornos (The Hour of
the Furnaces). It's a film that seems to challenge traditional cinema
on every level. Fundimentally, it's most innovative and hope-full aspect
is its format. Where Hollywood movies have basically been & divergence,
an escape, a 'dreaw factory', an advertisement for the 'American way of

_life' and ultimately a passifier, La Hora de Los Hornos is an open-ended

film-essay, an emotional experience, and teuching machine; provoking
diccussion and hopefully political action.

/
"La Hora de los Hornos iever permits the audience
td sink in and just flow, it fecrces the audience
_to stop, to wake up, to interrupt the hypnosis .
to regain consciousness, to question themselves,
to think; if expects the public to answer with
further thought and action."17

[

Hopefully this will be & start to a new medium and & new conscious-
ness. In the words of Frantz Fanon: "Every Spectator Is A Coward Or A
Traitor." If they remain so, all we'll have to itock forward to is another
Shirley Temple rerun. '

"SHIRLEY TEMPLE BLACK- The former child star, now
a chic 44, will return to the screen to te
and appear in a 20-minute filﬁriﬁﬁﬁffjggzé:zzonio

Velasquez, a Honduran primitive painter, because

she feels ""a great affinity and admiration” for
Latin American people.*18 .

"...a pretty face like the dancers that dance in

& row, not the betrayer face Rita Hayworth has:

Dad says she's the most beautiful of all. I'm going
to write in big letters the R of Rita and H in big
letters, for the background I'll draw & mantilla
comb snd some .castanets. But in Blood and Sand she
betrays the good boy. I don't want to draw R. H. in
big letters."

Finai! we see the reality of the promise (i.e. Sex) Rita enticed
us with, '

"0: that happened to Rita Hayworth's twd'ﬂaughters?

% j 'y} 1..)‘
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A: Rit’s oldest from her marxiage to Orsca ¥elles,
looks {(unfortunately) rather like her father.
Rebecca, 27, lives mostly on weifare in a rundown
housc fn Tacoma, WVash., with her hipple husband,
Perry Moede, a potter. The younger child, 22-
year-old Yasmin, fares better, having inherited
money from her father, Prince Aly Khan, who died
in an auto crash in 1960. Yazzy is spending the
winter skiing in St. Moritz with her step-brother,
Admin, 13,2

Our way of life, as well as the Argentine's, 1is extensively shaped
by Madison Avenue and Hollywood opinion makers, we are in effect the
children of Rita Hayworth, the great mother whose face is the "ace of
America. ' .

s
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FELLINT-SATYRICONW
A BARCQUE (ASTEKPIECE

Ian .ills
University of Wisconsin

Some éuggestions about new criteria for film criticism

Fellini-Satyricon! How few have leapt to their feet to shout "bravo"! And
the walls of every theatre should have resounded with the cry, "bravissimo!’
bravissimo! *, Fellini can not be surprised. it only verifies what he is saying
in the filn itself:

.1y name is Eumolpus. The masterpieces you see exhibited

here all cry out against the present lethargy. There's no
one alive who knows how to paint like this, the fine arts
are dead. . . .In the old dayg they loved virtue, excellence
pure and sinple, tne liberal drts flourished. . . . But look
at us -- between winc and prdstitutes ve don't even know the 1
mastervorks that’ exint. What's happened to logical argument?

In reading the critiques of Fellini-Satyricon one might well ask, indeed what's
happeied tu logical argument? Critics today seem so seldom capable of par-
ceiving it or practising it. Perhaps it is the glut of undisciplined film

fare that nas blunted their vision, the '‘private eyes™ of these "cowboys' see
only the very naked girls”, As Eumolpus says, "Between wine and prostitutes

we don't even know the masterworks that exist. Eut it is not only that our
vision is blurred by the inferior wine of poor films and so makes us perceive

in a masterpiece only thosé& things which approximate to the many prostituted
forms of film art around us. There is, also, something limiting about owr
vision, anyhow. For sixty vears we have been looking at films with private
oyes only. there has been no commonly accepted standards of judgement, as

there have been for other, muclh longer established arts. 7This 1s what is wrong
with most of the characters in Fellini's Satyricon they encounter the world
with private eyes, tney cannot communicate witb each other because ccmmon
standards. indeed all standards, have disappeatred. Because these people, like
our crities, obuerve the world they encounter with private eyes only, they re-
main only ‘'cowboys' {satyrs, half animal, half man2) in search of the nevt
exciting naked girl. The unexcitirg prostitute is a failure; the protage- :
nicc's ultimate fallure is to be impotent in his encounter with the prostitute.
Jhen he does cucounter a girl "¢l -“ed in heaucty', as with the Patrician

family, he is afraid and nonpluseu, Tie cannot widerstand this punenomenon. The
question i{s: can this stare be chanzed? 1If it is not we know that, in the end,
it will affect the artist as well /as the critles. Fumolpus the poet, in the
second nalf of the film. enters the arena crippled, drinking wine, and accom-
panied by a prostitute.
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Jany critics have attempted to approach filim with criteria borrowed from
traditicnal approaches to otier arts., But, as Vachel Lindsay demonstrated very
early in film's history,3 the art of the film embraces all the arts, so that
to approach it from only one point of view Is to leave much of it undiscovered.
The first decision such a critic has to make, if he is not already the victim
of crippling “technical presuppositions and critical preconceptions’4, is which
art's criteria will ie choose. ¢ ften he chooses the least suitable. S0 Russell
Campbell complains3 that Fellini-Satyricon is not good because, 'the characters
are not developed, and that the film demonstrates, the eroding effact that

plvtlessness can ilave.” 1n choosing as his yardstick the criteria of the tradi-
tional novel -~ not even the modern novel, which would nave been somewhat
appropriate -- he ha:, not only shown a narrowness of vision, but has obviously

paid no attention to the artifact’s framework as stated by the artifact itself
and outlined by the author., The film has the form of a fresco, it begins with
grafiti on a wall and ends with the characters depicted on a broken mural in a
lonely landscape. The style of the whole film supports this framework vhich,
in turn, defines the film's field. ‘hen Campbell says, ‘'Fellini has reduced™
Petronius’s magnificent comic creation . . . to almost a cipher,”™® he is

criticising pot the vork, hut the intent of the work and the intent of the
author.

If the work of Petronius is the realistic, bloody and
anusing description of the customs, characters and
general feel of those times, the film we want to freely
adapt from it could ke a frescc in fantasy key7

As a filn critic Campbell should have been familiar with Fellini's similar in-
tention in nis other works, for example in his preceding film Giulletta degli
Spiriti which, he says, is 'lixe the ancient frescoes"8, and 1in | La Dolce Vita.
‘1 just thought of it as a vast fresco."9 Unfortunately Campbell is a private
eye, and what's worse, a private eye with the wrong clues  he cannot solve
the mystery.

Supposing, chen, a critic approaches this work according to its intent, as
a fresco, bringing to it the criteria usually employed in judging a fresco.
«+ould such a point of viev provide a satisfactory solution? It would probably
solve toe mystery, it would tell us a great deal about the film, but it alone
could not provide a full appreciation., This critic’s point of view, algo,
would be too limited, Locause any artistic film is related, in varying degrees,
to all the arts, even thoupgh it may be most slrongly related to one in part. ~u-
lar. The solution, on the other hand. does not lie in dismissing all criteria,
though such tenis to be the attitude adopted by a pumber of rodern critics: they
hrave the most private eyes of all. So Chris .iorris stares,

The art c¢f Fellini aud the Fellini spectacular are a
iittle more complex thar that. Satyricon is a roll in
the "ay with istory . . . It is a “ilm which clearly
relishes its owr sensuality.l?

o)
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Except for disciples of the .w: Sutra, does "a roll in tie hay' really con-
stitute great art? Such a non-response is exactly the degraded, private way
tie anti-heroes in Fellini-Satyricon make their encounter with their world.

John Russell Taylor 1s almost as evasive in his definition of what is artistic
abo't this film: /

L}

The film does, though sometimes by a very narrow margin,
function as a work of art, recreating effects rather than
reproducing them, 11

Criticism of this kind seems to imply a passive attitude on the part of the crie-
ic; the film, Taylor suggests, ''is for those who can let it work on them,'12
Apparently the critic is suoposed to bring no positive standards at all to
contemplate the artifact:

Satyricon . . . is a lascivious, vile film, some kind
of bug, pornographic funny that blows up in your head
like a boiler maker.l13

Horris's claim that this 1s a description of what makes Fellini -Satyricon
unique is ridiculous, as the words can be applied to thousands of most inferior
films.14 The irony of this position is that it 1s the very one being saterised
by Fellini in his film. Basically Taylor and iforris are passive and absorbent
in their apprdach because they don"t know what the film is about* and they
don't know what the film is about because they don t have, or haven't used, the
appropriate means of examination.

Since some standards are necessary for proper judgment, and since the
criteria applied to any one of the traditional arts is not sufficient when applied
to film, what is needed, obviously, 1is a methodology which will encompass fiim's
alliance to all the arts and, at the same time, consider the unique nature of
film itself. Is this too much to expect? Oné would be tempted to answer 'yes'
to that question if it weren't for the fact that the history of art forms
presents us with periods in which other critics faced a similar problem, and
found a reasonably successful solution. Suchk periods were those in which the
baroque movement was predominant. “lovement" is a key word in any definition
of the baroque, as it is  significantly, in any-definition of the cinema -- we
call the latter "movies”. Indeed, one might almost dare to say that the art of
the film, of its nature tends towards the baroque. .iarcel Brion goes one
step further. -

Le cinéma existant sujourd’'nui en meme teaps que les
possivilités neuves, et ét.nnament riches, d'un art
mouvant, c'est-i+dire d'une pelnture et d'une Sculpture
en mouvement, ¢oiL-on penser que de ce foit, les chances
d'apparition <'apparition d'un nouvegu Jaroque, d'un
sarcque futur, diminuent énormémenr.?1

ios




When one observes the tendency towards the baroque in the other art forms in
the first half of this century, in literature, painting, and music, cinema can
be seen as : natural phenomenon in the evolution of art generally, It is logi-
cal that it should have appeared at this time, technically everything was

available for it to appear much earlier, but it was not yet time in the evolu-
tion of art,

dans la succession des périodes esthétiques par
lesquelles passe un art donné dans le courant de
son évolution {(disons:1’art grec antique, 1'art
chinois, 1'art occidental moderne . . .), il
atteint ce que 1'on appelle 1'état baroque.l6

If film has something in common with the baroque periods of art generally, it
may be helpful to employ criteria used during such a period, for example the
post-renaissance baroque era.

Baroque art, bursting out of the confines of the renaissance classicism,
must have startled and perplexed the critics of the period, initially at any
rate. In place of the linear, closed forms, unity, and absolute clarity of
renaissance art there appeared the episodic, open forms ?f the baroque, with
its profusion of inventive detail and apparent turmoil.l’ But the critics of
the period 8 were equal to the task and evolved, parallel to the new art move~-
ment, an aesthetic theory, based largely on the ancients, but adapted to their
own times, broad enough to encompass all th: then known art forms, and yet de-
talled enough to examine every aspect of each form. It is just possible that,
by using some of their criteria, we may gain insight into Fellini-SatYricon, a
twentieth century baroque artifact.

Asked once for his definition of the cinema Fellini replied, 'c'est un
miroir dans legquel nous devrions avoir le courage de découvrir notre ame. "19
This 1s comsonant with Hobbes's definition of the memory: 'The ancients, there-
fore, fabled not absurdly in making memory the kiother of the Mus s.. For memory
is tne World {(though not really, yet so as in a looking glass).29" That Fellini
considers the memory is important is evident from his emphasis on the subject in
his film 8%, the story of a film director struggling with his memories in the
proczss of composition. The same theme {s predominant in Giulietta Degli
Spiriti, the story of a woman, her memories, and the part the latter play in
lier’liberation. That Fellini makes extensive use of his memory in the inventive
detail of his films has been amply demonstrated by numerous critics, perhaps
most ably oy Genevieve Agel and Gilbert Salachas. Fellini-Satyricon is no ex-
ception; every scene and practically every person has a predecessor (usually a
nunber of predecessors) in previcus Fellini films. firector repeats himself
so often, "I believe 1'm always making the same film" Although many critics
have discussed endlessly this repetition of setting, mise en scene, character,
and theme, it is necessary to observe the phenomenon with each new Fellini film;
for these images, raised anew from the well cf the memcry, tend to emerge in a
new context and therefore take on a slightly different significance depending on
the nature of the nev film and such things as their position and predominance
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in 1. Fellinl, and he knows it, 1s never really making the same film. What
pust be avolded, however, is trying to wrench some sysbolic meaning, especially
contiuuing symbolic meaning, out of these revived images. This is particularly
true of Fellini's images; they &2 so direct, simple and archetypal that they
defy interpretation, and this is what Fellini himself intends, The problem was
to make them clear on a s;mbolic level, but of not having them fgll into an
overwhglming symbolism." So Erich Auerbach speaks of "the kind of uninter-
pretable symbolism which 1s also to be encountered in other forms of art of the
same period (20th Century)."23

What can we tanink, for instance, about the opening shot in the film; a
youth, Encolplus, crying in anguish with his back to a grafiti strewn wall? We
can think of Gelsomina with her back to the wall when found by Zampano, we can
think of Alberto in I Vitelloni , crying, with his back to a wall plastered with
posters as his gister departs with her lover, of the husband in Lo Sclecco Bianco
backed against a wall as he is assaulted by his family, and of Picasso glued to
a wall by his vision of the virgin in I1 Bidone. Such comparisons will help us
realise better the particular character of Encolpius's imprisonment. A study of
the author’'s memory is one way of understanding the artifact it has helped pro-
duce. The post-renaissance audience had been trained, as a matter of course, to
appreciate the com. inplaces (topol) from which the artist drew his illustrations.
But the recognition of the "commonplace” and the observation of the image's new
context was consldered sufficient. We, also, should be content to say no more
about "the wall" or other images of Fellini-Satyricon, unless it is to say with
Gilbert Salachas, "“Orichesse des allegories invoIontaires'"za, .for we should
realise with Kenneth Burke that such images are indefinable instruments of the
artist’'s rhetoric, “the use of language as a symbolic means of inducing co=
operation in beings that by nature respond to sywbols."25 The images the film
maker puts on the screen picture what cannot be gald in words; 1f it could be
said in words he would not have needed to make the filmn. 1t should be sufficient
to compare lmages in the context of Fellini-Satyricon with the same images as
they appear in other Fellinl contexts (This 1s done in Appendix A). - It is an-
enlightening gufficiency.

According to Hobbes there are two sources in the memory, one, the artist’s
own experlence, and two, what he remewbers from books:

There remains now no more to be considered but the Expression,

in which consisteth the countenance and colour of a beautiful
Huse, and 1s given her by the Poet out of his own provision,

or is borrowed from others. That which he hath of his own 1s
nothing but experience and knowledge of Nature, and specially
humane nature, and 1s the true and natural Colour. But that
which is taken out of Books (the ordinary boxes of Counterfeit
Complexion) shows well or 1ll, as it hath more or less resemblance
with the patural, and are not to be used without examination ad-
visedly.26 (italics mine)

Cert*inly Fellini has not used Petronius' Satyricon "without examination”.
Petronius's creacive mind works in the game way as does that of Fellinl. The
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fragmentariness of Petronius's work is caused not oaly by pleces apparently
being lost, but is essential to its nature. One feels that his Satyricon, as
Fellini's, seems fragmented because of the extreme directness with which images
are transferred from the memory to the artifact. As Auverbach has pointed out
in his discussion of an excerpt from the Trimalchio's feast scene,

The presentation, explicit though it be, 1s entirely subjective,
for what 1s get before us is not Trimalchio's circie as objective
reality, but as subjective image, as 1t| exists in the mind of the
speaker, who himself, however, belongs,| to the circle -~ & highly
artful procedure in perspective. . . ,|Modern writers, Proust,
for example work in exactly the same way.’

But to Petronius' double mirroring Fellini adds his own manifold mirroring, for
there 1s, in addition, the perspective of the image draswn from his experiential
memory; the many other similar feasts we have seey in hia other films are re~-
flected here with a difference~yet-sameness. Hobbds's two sources, “out of
his own provision, or borrowed from others" come together. What Auerbach sayg
of Proust can be gald of both Petronius and Fellini; they, all three, use their
memory to get to the "essence of events'': ‘ ‘
Proust aims at objectivity, he wants to briing out the easence i
of events; he strives to attain this goal|by accepting the '
guidance of his own consciousness —- not, However, of his
consclousness as 1t hapEens to be at any particular moment, but
as 1t remembers things. 8

But, of course, Fellini obtains greater objectivity by adding to his own con-
sclousness the consclousness of Petronius, Perhaps a \comparison with James
Joyce's Ulysses would be closer to the method used. Aphd yet Fellini goes a step
further2 till for Petronius's Satyricon is, in turn, a\parody of Homer's
Odyssey<’, the work of a third consciousness, that of Homer. Fellini achieves
omnitemporality through a multiple reflection of condcllousness. If critics
realised the relationship between the way Felliul worksj and the way modern
novelists work, they might give more attention to his agtifacts.

When one comes to compare the consciousness of Petdonius with that of
Fellini one observes a compelling phenomenon. For years| Fellini's critics have
been telling ug that there are certain images which keep| recurring in his films
in a way unique to him, for example the anguiahed hero with his back to the wall.
We have seen all these favourite images repeated in Fellini-Satyricon (Appendiy
A). But what haprens when we examine Petronius's Satyridon? Lo and behold!
they are all there gimilar in nature and tone to Fellini's, for example, the wall:

hands, standing beside the wall, utterly desolate and for-
lorn.30 1
Tne completeness of these correspondences (See Appendix B) seems to refute the

claims of the critics who have sald that the recurring images drawn from Fellini's

There 1 caughf sight of Giton, towels and scraiera in his

L
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memory are part of what makes him unique, different from other "auteurs'.
Obviously such images are archetypal; here 1s veritable proof that the direct
transference of images from the memory to the artifact is a satisfactory means
of expressing universality of experience. The surrealists tliought they dis-
covered this concept, but it was already a part of renaissance thinking; so
John Oldham can say of Ben Jonson: : :

- >

All in thy faithful glass were so expressed,

As 1f they were reflections of thy breast, . -
4s 1f they had been stamped on thy own mind,

And thou the univeral vast idea of mankind.31

As Erich Auer’ " says, ''there is confidence that in any random fragment
plucked from the ¢ ;e of life at any time the totality of iis fate is con-
tained and can be };rtrayed."3? Perhaps, then, the surrealists were right about
the pensée parlée? But, no'! for Breton's pensée parlée ?g/situated "en
1'sbsence de tout contrdle exerce par la raison"’~. "Ayg! Theré's the rub."

If we return to Hobbes's definition we notiée thaﬁ he insists that Fancy
be governed by Judgement; buc Dryden's famous passage probably mskes the
point better: : s

when the faficy was as yet in its first work, moving the
sleeping images of things towards tiie light, there to be
distinguished, and there to be chesen or rejected by the
‘ judgement.3“» /
/ . |
The gurrealists fall te communicate satigfactbrily with the avdience because in
recalling images they fail to order them'sipnificantly. Fellini, ¢n the other
hand, iusists that the mirror in which he oLserves himself bggqme a mirror in
which the audience can, also, see itself: e .
Je ne suis pas un surréaliste, au sens moderne du no/
mot . . . Si le paysage refldtg un &tat d'ame, 1l .
spectateur trouve sur l'écrag un mirroir qui 1l'éclaime
en méme tewps sur lui-méme.-

To this end Fellini insists that fancy mogt be governed by judgement. “Satyricen
will be a dream. Or to be more precise, documentary of a dream."36 “It.is .
not the images Petronius and Fellini recall from their memory which makes their
work unique, it is the significant order they impose on these images. The two
"auteurs" recall similar images, but in a different order. It is the signifi-
cant ordering of his dreams that Fellini sees as the cruclal creative effort:
/s, . .

- I nave had to objectify the fruit of that imaginative
operation and detach myself entirely from it in order
to be able to explore it afresh from a disquieting view-
point.3? ) 1

Fellini 1s here stating in different words, a principle held firmiy by
renaissance rhetoricians. They would have called it disposition -~ disposing
oneself t> dispose effectively the elements of one's composition.
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* : : . :
We have from Fellini not only a &efinij:ion of film in terms of wewory. (See

‘p. 5), but also a definition in- terns of disposition. The first concerns whal:
film is,’ the ‘gecond what it doés: :

En effet, qu ‘est~ce fdire. un film? G'est, bien entendu,

tenter de mettre de 1'ordre. dams; cert es fam:aisies ét

_1es raconter avec une cerl:aine précision. 38

aoﬂhat art cyeates is not just cbjects but the forms of objectg The artist's res

flettions “from the mirror of his emory are moulded fnto a unique pattern with |
- its own equili rium and rhythm. When we speak of dispositfon in terms ¢f equi=
librium and rhithm: w;e are speaking in a language which can be @gpplied to all the
arts Soalohn Olduam (1653-83) speaka of Ben: Jofigon:

Y Some curibus painter, taught: 'by arl: to dare

; (E‘or they with poets in that title share) B - _
’j - Wheri he-would undertake-a glorious frame: . . &
i -..‘\‘- - ¢

Nl 0f lasting worth, and: fadeless as his faie, , .
* . _.Longhe: com:riv&s, and:weiglis the bold design, -

dnd justly, t:hen, proportions. every stroke and line,
> ‘Nought ever issied from thy teeu;j. g breast,
- .. But whal: had ‘goné £u11 t:ime, ¢ould write exactly best

‘M“\b - \

" _ \lougm: incorrect there was 3 noughl: faull:y l:here R N n
\ - No poim: amiss did in the large- voluminous piece appear. 39

* One “"point" which nmust not: be "amisa“‘ 13, of course, the point of equ:llib-
rium In a'Fellini £ilm, as in any good painting, this point tends to be: 10
. the centre of .the framed artifact. Just as in ‘ﬂeonardo Da Vinci's Last’Suppér
a].,‘l perspectives lead into and depart from Christ's head; so in Fe ini-Sagyr:lcon
eve:ything leads 1t'.o and departs from the $u1cide Villa scéne. liere iy perfect
1lness. Here ftime stands still. ‘fhis scene is so different that even the
'moso casual observer must notice- A his| mind 8 Bye will be drawn to it as
1nevitab1y, if as| uncor.scioosly, as his redl eyes are drawn to the centre of
painting as being the point of balance. 7The difference is that a filmmaker-has
to supply the point of equilibrium, where . for a painter it exists as soon -as

[

" he has decided on the borders of the canvas. But, gi‘ven the point of eqﬁl"[ibrie

how dges one reconcile it with the wild cavortings and .disorderly episodes that
surround it? We can say of Fellini's latest film what Salchas ‘said of. la_aﬁlﬁ
Vita, ' ’ . . ‘%ﬁ's- ’
La doucer de vivre n'est pas un tsbleau harmonieux et poli,
mais une fresque aux excroissances monstrueuses, un monument
baroqu& conatil:ui:é par une muitdtude d*éléments rapportés .40

-

/

 "Une nultitude d'élémento rapport:és“ is a characteristic. of baroque art which
~delights in, asymmetrical equilibrium. The wild rage of a Fellini episode finds
—its own equilibrium in the ipevitable moment of stillness which follows it. *
There may not be the geome,r.rical ordér of classical art, but there will always
be the cadences of the finest baroque art. Fellini himself makes this distinction

wien speakipg of Ciulietta degli Spirpiti:

v Long holds his doubting-hand e'er he'begin . I .
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The slightly. rhapsodic to::naﬁ you speak of- probably derives .
from this -- the story told in chapters, in little pictures, e -
1ike the ancient frescoes or cartoon strips. T would very’
much like to be gble to do a f£ilm one day that ‘Ls as neat and -

. precise as the’ design of a crystal ‘I would have to impoae a’

' discipline upon mysélf, as an exercise.. Get-away for once from S
the charms of a story told in sweeping c&dences , encloge evéry- R
thipg id per fect geometry .4 1. . . ' S

John F. A. Taylor sees this principle of cadences leading to points, of equilib- X

rium as an inevitabla one in the art of thec-film of which he says° . P f v

r - ’ s ,f ’
’ . Pic-arially it 1s powerful only as- it works by. cadencea, re- -

« solving actualities of. movement into momeiits of poise or.. . A
suspension. These moments of poise or auspensidn, from ﬁhich S0

.. movement issues, towards which it gravitates, are the pictorial .

i equ}ilibria here under analysis‘rz {in paintings} 4 e 7

! ) A

4 RN

Fellini does impose a discipline on himself already; hs carefuuy plana, »in Ry

each. of his filps, these:moments of "poise or suspensio tok‘arda which -action =
"gravita—tes“ and fromgwhich it “issues". 'I‘here are the empty deserted scenes: .
where the hero, or anti hero, ig left aldne, 'Scenes which have the same sign:l.fi-

cance “as the nagative field of a painting where the painter haavdelibarately
put' nothing so that what he has drawn may stand out all the .more-in contrast,
and, yet, the negative area has a shape of its own as in The Dance by Henri _
. Matisse: ) ) . . ’ .o+ . 7

1 . a -
. . .

Pouvez vous définir cette notion d'espace qui est un des . _ .'; U 1

decars essentiels de vos’ films? <~ Le videslaisse la place - i ..
. -& des préseuces occultes qui te tentent d'aider. les personnages ; . = - J

- - ]
- . I

_a tegarder autour d'aux avec des yeux neufs." . . S

We see that Pellini is aiming at the same effect as does a painter. But besides
this sugpension in space there is, also, a suspension of time: s ~| "J
J'essale "de créer une sorte de spasmé du temps' od on peut - . C g
espérer qu' advienne un miracle, que les personnages aient ~ """"1
enfin la révélation. C'est comme "un suspense & rebours. de - e
_ . 1'action. intéiieire. . ) : S ;
In Fellini—Satyricon there are five® asuch points of equilibriun which ‘stand i
out above tha turmoil, in.a suspension of time and space. There 13, of course, i
. the central one, the Suicide Villa, but on each! side. of it are two more. The .
-first occurs after the collapse of the Inaqla Felicles; the climax fof the re-
vellings in the first section of the film; 1it.ig when Encplpius fﬁ.nda himgelf
alone in® the art gallery. The second time he find“s‘“‘hdmsaif alone 13 at dawn
near the dasert fountain after the night of Trimalchio" B“r'fmt. Aftar further y
apisodaa of lust we find zest at the Suicide Villa, then the ﬂlarﬁaphrodite T
scanas.lead us into the fight with the Minotaur, and Encolpius's isolatéen in - -
the arena. The fifth point of suspension comes near the end of the film near .

la.

»
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_f the seaahore, when Ascyltus has died, after Encolpius' B episode with Cenothea._
It should be noted 2 each one of these five points of equilibrimm immediately-
A _ . follows a death scene This highlights-the suspension of time and space, the
_ equilibria are always dead points, "the still point of the turning vheel." As
g John F. A, Taylor aaya of paintings. >

g ) N

L L TR )

.

" The point of interaection of the perpendicular axes “is the S _
1 cemetiy of gll dynamic effects: it is theé point of no- tenaion, ' .
: ) absolute zero for that field, as Berfectly static ‘and immobile : B
: ) as- it is'singulsr and compuleive. (Italics mine) . -
: . ‘ -~ o - :
. 'The moat immobile, singular and compulsive 3gene‘in Feliini-Satyricon is that -of
) «  the-duicides; the place whéte time is deliberately,ftopped has to'be the -
.atrongeat point‘pf equilibrium. So it is with” the/suitide: of Steiner in La L.
. Dolee Vita, 'the sulcide of Biulietta®s girlhood friend in Ciulietta degli” Jpiriti .
and: the suicide of I1 Malto-in La Strada {he allows himself to be killed), -eéach
of these suicides is the main point of equilibrium of the filma concerned. The
four°adbaidiary points of equilibrium in Fellini-Satyricon have aomething else

webn n BEEIL e

NI TR
.

et il it d f v

i < in common; not only are-they preceded by a death scene, but -they are immediately ' E
¥ -:oll“;ed by a significant meeting; they are no't cul-de-sdcs, but crossfoads: . 2
£, _like-the intersections of tge axes. in a painting. QIn each case, following upon o
- . . his 'olation Encélpivi-meets the poet (source of inspiration). Eumolpus who» = - - %g.d
3 . éttempte to lead him to some- kind of salvati 1 sets him'again on the journey -
;- of 1ife.. It is roughly equivalent tdﬁnarcell 's meeting of the innocent. young -
- girl after his moments of isolation in La Dolce Vita; the last ttme, néar: the i

dead b]oated fish on the seashore, certainly reminds one of Eumolpus's dead body o
'+ .onthe seashore;tiear thé end-of Fellini-Satyricon. Around these points of . S
. equilibrium, then, one can observe another priné¢iple .of diapoaitian at work, a- -
: cyclic rhythm of eventa, they really are atill pointa of a turning wheel, zﬁif‘ '

%; e~y * - John F. A. Taylor apeaka of this cyclic rhythm, end ita accompanying intrin- ;
b aic thythm in terus of painting. . . ‘ .5
¥

"

[ AR .An ornamental aequence will invariably exhibit two distin-

-

A * ‘guisheble rhythmic pattéyns. The first is the rhythm of its = - ~-
s [ T cycle; . the sécond is the rhythm within its cycle. The one 7
g o ) depends on the repetition of a motive& the other dependaaqna‘ s 3
- /\ " . the character of the motive repeated g . . i
: 1f we think df—each of the pointa of equilibrium as the end of an act when time b

-and apace is suspended, or the end of a movement in music, then within each agt - o
we can discern the same rhythm of. events -forming a pattern or theme, with varia- :
tions- in each act or movement. There is in each of the five sections of Fellini-
- Satyricon a fight or struggle, a.show staged-for spectators; -a’ procession, a
journey, an orgy with a climax, and each time, for Encolpius, a sexual encounter,
Theae events do not occur eachtime in the same order but, as in a musical com~
poaition, there are significant. variations, variations which are quite complex,
" yet, it bears repetiti n, quite significant (The pattern of these events in each ;
: act s set out in Appemiix C). There are two episodes not.mentioned in the list C T
-+ -above, the two stories of the two widows, onme coming at the end of the second Y
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¢ act. and the othe in the laet act But thege two excreacencee balance*one e

i

I : another, it is the device Fellini has employed to emphasiae the balance of the

\first ‘tvo acts of the’ film against the last two, regarding the third ‘aét as & -

— : central panel. Such is che -cyclic rhythn vwhich touches the soule of men; . the
i externel. events are there to convey an interior ,nea;nins, tbe diapoeition —-
w ] illmninatea the invention Beneath the varied order -of similar -eveirts there ie

a rhYthmic sovement withifi the hero's soul which is onveried each time. His" ;
. attempt to distract himself in.wild- entertainmente is inevitably followed by a
moment of ‘mwckery which leaves him, ieolated LIn each movement. the aoul is die= .
tracted divided and igplated;- each time- tl'l'e iaolation is interrupted bymn
invitation vhich begins the cycle egain \In the £irst ha1f of the film theteé »
4% an- invitation through ¢ontemplation of art .and poetry,..in the second: half -an
- invitation to debauchery and cannibaliam, which suggests an.intrinsic rhythn in
the filan as & whole. Thig ie, indeed, “the "cige. The joyful, "good fun": attitude
of the first half 18 contrastéd 1wit:h the sadistic, revolting degradation -of ‘the

PR TP C o e £
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} - h
?

m aecond ‘half. The homoeexuality of ,Giton, Ascyltus, .and Encolpius, and the eaet
a of ‘rrimalchio, have: a veneer -of pleasantness, but the hermaphrodite Bcene. an
% “the cannibalistic feaat of the 9econd Half illustrate the final naeochietic &tage
i3 ' in the cycle of corruption - The two widows' stories ‘make. 8 eimilar contraet
: - ' A -
- : 'rhe meaning as it emergeg from the form of an artifact was knorwn to .
2 . renaieeance critice as invention .o N : » .
T ‘I'he poet :lm:l.tatee not the part cqlar, but thie sigple idea o .
+© 4+ clothed 4n :I.te o beautiea, :l.ch Aristotlé calls the T i
4 .o universal. 49 _ . P S it

1 : R,

ﬂenticn donsisted i\a clothing an idea in a beautiful form to-achieve a univer- T
»trith; the form is itaelf part of the invented idea Fellini speeke of :
ilm in terms of invention as well as' in terms of memoty and diepoaition Hav.[ng
finiahed ‘Fellini-Satyricon he commented, Vit was certainly a paychological >
aeeau]:t course, inventing the whole world ..In the film everything is:invénted:
filc'e'a'z, gesturesy situations, surroundings,. objecte 30 The most compell‘ins thins
about -the invention in the film'is the way the idess are made luminous by their C
diapoaition The main principle of the diepoeition here is, as has been illue- ’
trated, fragmentary epigsodes. But the fragmentary natire of the structure is ©
oﬁy ‘an’outward expression.of the fragmentariness of life, which is one 0F the . i
pt inciple ideas-in the film. The effect of the fragmentariness is to glve & =
/ sense of alienation which is a second theme in the filn According to Fel}ini £
/

"‘l'he atxricon is mysterious first and fo,temoat because it. i;/

¥

AL LA g Ty T R P R,
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;I I fragmentary. But its fragmentariness iy; in a certain sens
' eymbolic -~ of the genéral fragmentarinesa of the anclent
vorld .., . It's a completely alien world, in fact.d

But. what chiefly interests Fellini is the ancient world its fragmentarineae and
_ 4ts aiienation, as an image of today's world: .
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The encouater with that world ‘and that socisty turnedfout to
be a joyful affair; -a stimulation of fantasy, an éncgunter.
. .. -+ ric in thenes of remarkable relevance to modern society In
-~ . - - fact-it seems wé' can-find. disconcerting analogies‘“between Roman

;e - society. ‘before ‘the fihal arrival of Christidnity =~ a cynical., -~

g . society, impas/sive, corrupt- and frenzied - end society today,
- " wmore blurred in its external characteristics only because it is
. - internally .more ‘confused. ~Then asé :now-we, £ind ourselves con .
. frontin,g a-80 {iety at -the: height -of its splendor but revealing
‘ -, already the signs of a progressive didésolution; 4 society in
which po1itics 48 only the -sordid,. routine admin:l.stration of a
common affluence ghd: an erid in itsclf, whexre big'business in-"
- trudes at all levels in-the brutality of its instrumgnts ‘and
'.@ the. vulgarity of ita ends, , 8 society in which all beliefs ~- =
) reli.gions, philosophical ideological and sociel - have LT

ie

RO

. ec1ect..ciam where sciencgo 16° rediced tor-a, frivoloua and RS
el . meaiiingless bundlé of notions: or to a gldomy: .and fanatical Coe
‘ elitigm. If the work-of® Petron:l.ua. is: the realistic; :bloody and-
- . smeing description of the: customs, characters and seneral feel .

.. - of those times, the’ £11i veswant: to f’reely"ad}spt sfrom, it -could: . -~

be a fresco in fantasy key, a pouerfu]. gléld evoc‘ative aLlégon e

_— o satire of the world we: Iive in today. .

" &
. -
- .
3 @

S

- It is interesting to notice how each elementﬁe di3position, each L ’

-

. element in the cyclic. rhythm of events, f{gurea forth its own élement df meaning,
the: theme being varied, as in .a musical. compositiom, in each episode Inchis -

-journey through life (journeys and processions) ‘mati will'tey to.relate himaelf '
to the people he meets either priVately (sexualrtencounters) or publicly (staged
:gHows .and orgies) with the inevitable: result oﬁgeing alienated (fights) and. |
]Left -alone to-start the cycle again; The only way out of .this" "vicigus' circle_
& 18 suicide or death. the journeys the hero makes in the various episodes Sof
Fellini-Satyricon one can"t“ help thinking of Everyman, the same anonymous kind+ -
of peraonality, who had to pass through a partly: moralised ‘bog and endure fit’e,

o aword, and the halter. Speaking of his previous films Fenini said)

each time I am telling the story of characters in quest 0
themsélves, in search 'of a mare authentic source of life, of
) - econduct, of bchavior, that will uogs closely relate to the
2 "7 "'true roots of their individuality. A ' -
Bul: all:hongh every meeting is precious, the Fe11ini character never seemf’t,::
find in them any permanent 5alvation'
.. 9.5 N ’I’L
- L'exemple ‘des uns, 1'éxpérience. des autrea, les bonnes -
: paroles des Samarit:eins de passage; ne. suffisenl: pas & . -
changer Ia vie. La résistance passive desgl%éros négal:ifs
. de Fellini est prodigieuae 54

'?n

'[

In his journeys the hero 8 main efforts are concentrated on trying to relate to.

othefs, attempts at love. These attempts to relate to others are objectified in

sexual encounters, staged shows, and orgies, LCll of which leave the thero alienated;

wi ‘thout love. what Fellini said of his first works can“‘be ‘said of aill his films,
.. .including his latest: :
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‘ Elles sont une tentative e montrer qui les origines L
"}" tolites nos-angoigses, peurs et -dé€faillances sont wn - - - e
' manque d'amour ' _ LT

ﬁ%ery encounter offers a different kind of love, but one thing they all have in

- cofiion i8; finally, a rejection of all lovp Aaked 1f his-films were Christian,

,Fellini ‘replied,
84, par chrétien, %us‘*!ntend‘ez une attitude, d'amour envers _I ‘
‘son- prochain; 1l me semble que . . . oul, tous mes films -

i ., - sont améar’ly_cette-idee .—-11 y a une tentative de raconter
* 7 'un monde #ana amour . des- gens qui’ exploitent les

autrea. - i
- - - I N

By the end of the ﬁ.lm one has the 1mpreaaion that love. in thia world has reached

:the atage of what Kenn,eth Burke calls, . *
. shéer neutral éomunication ( communication bein ‘the area . o
oA where love has bécoue. 8o generalized, desexuvalized, "tech- N

nologized”, that only closé critical or philosophic scrutiny
can discern thé veatigea of the original ‘motive).-

»

e atete of alienation ia complete "man atanding alone before the fasci}aating

stery of life,/all its terror, its eauty and its paasion."

et

l‘i_'

' —4{” the fragmentarinesa of -the diapoeition helped to create the idea cf
. dlignation, so the elocution Fellini employa helps to reinforce it: "In. otder.

‘to give the film this feeling of elienation, I have adopted a dream 1anguage."5i_
‘Thia'da why he wanted to use Latin: "Latin. This ¥ill incredse the sénaedf- ' -
‘alienation."60 Tie charzctera wer planned as "personalitiea which aeeh to-
haye.breathed. another air, .eaten other foods. " As with Brecht, alienation ia
not only a theme of the film but alao\a technique for maintaining the truth

,which oight be lost in involvement

I an convincgd the framework of alienness is. the only one
that cen insure me against the danger of a.dialectical
relatfonship with "a vertigingusly remote and- unknown
reality .

, Onar way “4n which Fellldt achievea alienation within a scene is by the lack of
phyaical com.unication of charactera within the same scene, as with the people
in Seurat's Sunday Afternoon on’the Grande-Jatte Such a technique is perhapa

. tost obvious in the Suicide Villa sequence, but is also ttue of many of Encolpius's

. gcenes. Allied to this is the juatapoaition of a highly lighted character -

against a dark background or vice versa, a chiaroscuro effect which diatinguiahec

.baroque artists such as Tintoretto and El.Greco. The fgolation achieved by thia

percussive rhythm of light and shade is intensified by the continuous rhythm of

‘a pérson against.a large immobile background, or the immobility of s person .
63 Beaidea the‘ way Fellini 1ights or

against a moving background such as s crowd.
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, colours a.scene and moves his penple around in it, often the h'reality of the

- view of Toledo where one is not suré- ‘where the scene is real, and where de- ,'

scene itself gives a sense of physical enstrangement. Oneé thinks of El Greco"

A

- finished, often at the crucial point, as’when the Insula Félicles is -falling

Hberately an expression of what Fellini-would call 'a state "of soul ;" "Mes- :
petsonnages sont transparents et leés paysages -sont des &tats d'ame objectivés

par-eux. 64 The chatacters, also, are often grotesque for the same purpose: .

e .o

sometlmessmote than one ohatacte: is _presented sudden‘l.y : ;2
with a completely un:eal look; so much go that a. stimulating :
ambiguity between fant and :eauty is cr:eatecl.“"5

'I'»o-_’

Fe"llini has the sbility, like. Kafka, to build into a real eha:acter the appeat--_
afice, of .an 1rrea11ty, which has fantastic snd syﬁaolic ove:tones, without ever
1ett1ﬂ8 us forget the reality of the cha:acter. Since he 15 work:lng with; f:l,lm
he ‘¢gn combine the ambiguity of an El G:eco-like scéne with the anbiguityzﬁof -a.
%a-like character.” Just as in his“exploitdtion of .the memory. he achie

1ple layers of consciousness, so in his exploitation of filn langusgeffh'e C

portrays manifeld leve;l.s of reality.

“The ambiguity :eali.aed by skilful manipulation of mige en scene amigchar-__- -
_.acter 18 supported by an -aibiguity: arising from editing techniques, especially
the- ump. cut., We are suddenly taken: -out of a scene befoie the action A8

—area et

_ around- Encolpius or when Eumolpus is apparently about to be flung into the furnace.-

ﬂhat interests Fellini in this. fila 1s,

-

et i?«!

o

.e.e.,,

b, a few potshet;ls or piecés of masonty and reconstrutts not -an o
amphor\axor a temple; but.an artifact ‘in: which the object 1s ]
implied; and ‘this artifact 5uUggests fiore of the original

5 reality, 4n_that 1t -adds. an 1naef1nsb1e and unresolved ‘amount:’
to its fdscination by demanding -the pattici_pation of ‘the . ‘-
spéctator . . . Corruption, thé leprosy of timé, makes ' *? _

everything more smbiguous, 1ndec1phe:ab1e obscure, and thus Ri2

fullfof énchantment ,56 ) L

L
-

-

1"'

Thia aim is similar to that of}w netaphysical poets of. the. esrly seventeen_t_h _

cefitury, also baroque artists, significantly back in fashion in the twentieth
-century. Cowley speaks with approval of,. "the manner of the Prophats'- w:fting

o o s, wthere half 1s left out to be aupplied by the Hearer.' 67 Accompanyi‘ng the

disto:tion of figures, space, and time for the purpose of achieving a metaphyai—
cal reanty within a physical reality is Fellint's creation of dissonance in
the “use of colour. ) -
’f 7 !

/

‘medium, they can also bé:digposed according to colour. In Giulietta degn
Sgiriti Fellini first used colour to achieve ambiguity. He says: A

film. The thing that really made it effective was color.
.1t is the color ‘that determines the ambiguit\y between the
trickiness and the fantastic 1ighting 58 , /

. The ani:igu:lty is. intentional and is one of ‘the keys to /Jhe

’ 199 - ¥

To-work, in fact, as the atchaeologist doés, when hé asseuble T -

-," Just as elements may be disposed according to space and time 8¢, in a visual '

B - . ” Tone gy oo
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_"baroc;de art

A rT T .ot

This happens in Fellini-Sagrricon, 6ut in the latter filmnthe author goesg a step
'further Firstly he imposes e Jlimttation on himself in the use of colour as-A
‘painter or musical. ser often chooses to work within a limited scale, -and;
‘obvigusly, for.much the:same reasoms, Such discipline has a compulsion.of ite
.owm,-1ike a. poem ‘confined to a sommet form. The colours Fellini chooses to. use

.‘ . for HOSt gcenes acg not complementary 'yéllow, orange; ‘browh, red and: blacks;
-/their coebination inevitably prodices.a dissonance which reflects the dissonant

mood of the invented 1deds. One exceptionel scane, as is to be expected' 18 the~

e R e I T e R T T LTy

sufcide Villa scene whare white and'dark green ‘aré predosinant. These two
.coloure are close enough to being cofjpleméntary, and produce a harmony which
‘when- combined with other harmoniously ordered elementd in the scéne has a.very -
powe;:ful effect of peace in contrast to_the other scenss of the, film. .-\ A-theme:
anfounced. in one act in a éertain .combination of the principle -colours io-waried
in another act by a.different coni:ination ‘of colours which suggests a different
mood., For example. the changing colour of Eumolpus's garments counterpdihts his
gradual degrsdation.. In the- gallery he 18 wearing a-brovn,. -almost. monkieh; -
%scetic gown which changes to red, a garish yellow in the -arend,. atd a: Whifte
urial -cloth or’ the beach.: This 18°a ‘véry simplified eidimple of the way:: ‘the ;
disposition of colour supports the disposition of oth‘er elements throughout the
f:I.lm a8 a whole. i _ : i -

Where classicel art tends to make manifest the*order céf ex al reelity, ;
sts an additional' order of intemal vealit v Th% :senius of
Fellini is he can copvey both ‘thesé realities simultaneoﬂs‘*i:”y in all-:the .f
elenents with-which he is/working, space, timesand.colour:  He distorts these
elements sufficiently to suggest. metaphys.’;cel oVertones but never lets the7

"loSe touch with their earthly existence."

Oui, le baroque est une rhétorique, mais qui .a besoin pour
survivre et refleurir d’un eubstrat métaphysique justifé
par_des eitdations concrétes assez particulilres pour sous= .
tendre une &poque oi uné région précises,. asgez générales

. pour pouvoir s'échanser avec d'autres lieuX et d'autres temps
analogues; 1l peut ausei exprimer les grandas ér *tions qua -
le‘*style classique 1aisserait~échapper ' :

Fellini nét only encompasses the conplete scele and fantastic vsriety ‘of the
baroque apirtt, from its energetiv, dynamic enjoyment of life to its melancholic,
almost masochistic contemplation of death, a- tribute to hie fertile memory and
fruitful invention, but he also achieves with his disposition and elocutiomn, an
ordering of this variety which is both logically compelling and arcisticallyi
satisfying.’ In addition he 48 able to suggest manifold levels of consciousness

-and raslity which give his artifact a universality vwhich should make it imortal
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/‘hou fadom ést the deep Gulf of ggas past, i
And canst pluck up with ease . BN

The years which.Thou'dost please, . -+ ' ' h
Like shipwrackt Tréasures by ‘tude ‘Iegests cast . _
Long since into t.he§_g_a_,~ C e
Brouglit .up “again-to 1 ight.and publique Use by Thee -~ - _ :
Nor dust, l:hou only Dive so Adw, _ .o oL,
- . But-fly ' : S
H:lt.h ‘an umearied Hiug the other way on high, : ‘ )
L= Where Fat:as among the Stars do grow; L . : :
. r e . .
e, ! "
There into l:lge close Nest.a of Time do'st peep, & ,’
And:there with ;piercing Eye; - o
Through t:he ﬁ.m shell ~and" the thick. Wh:tta do st sp:l.e Lo
Yéars-to come & £om1ng 1de, : j o
CIoae An. l:he:l.zisacred 'Secondine- asleep, K R Tl
s TALY hawhr. by the - Stifu'i vit:al heat' - - N
> Which-6're  them yét~does brooding set . oo A
They: Life and Motion’ gety - i ' _ '
"And ‘ripe-at last #ith vigorous ‘might + .
Break througli the ‘Shell, and.take their everlast::l.ng Fl:l.ght: L
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]'Fcllini ‘s Satyricon ed. Dario Z_cnoui, trano. Eugene Haltcr and John Hafhcm,
T_nantincf Now York, 1970), p. 125, °

I .
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; : 2In thic respect the encounter of lmcolpiua vith the Fnotaur is rcvealiu‘,. |
. 3me axt of the Moving P:lcturc, (tacatllan, New Yoik, 195). - L K
o . Th:l.a diotinct:lon of 1.A: rds might mll be & pucd For emple, to”
N € P . :
e - Sa.cgfriod Xracauer's Theory o :llm. _. - s
PX ‘ Thc foa:uy Cardinal Sept., 25, 19‘10, p. Be ‘\ A
'?‘:-_:., N . . . \ ] \ . * “—é
£ "’ma. - o
3. . - T _ L )
% ‘ ’; p;‘:efoco to Fcnini's Satyricon, op. eit., p. 4y A 5
L L. 3Interviou"uith Tullio (..ezich included in Juliet &f Lh Spirite ed. £
i : 'rumo Kezich, trans. donard u:ccnsfield, Orion (ﬂesf York, 1965), p. 47. . E
: glntcrview wi.tu Gideon Bachiann quotcg_py Homan H, holland in Mla Dolcc Vita N i
%“‘“ &mﬁoance of the Film ed, Julius Bello (Collier, ew Iork 1970), P 79, -
AZ ) /wfhe Dally Lardinal Sept. 30 197.), p. 9. ' ~
i - TSight and bound Autumn, .1370, p, 218, - . . /o
A .1%1b1d. | -
‘,13i-iorcio (soe dote 10).' . - : L _ §
1"11: could be argued that .iorrio is too insiznificent as a critic to bc concidgrcd_ =
in.this context, but his article is a conveniently hyperbold extension of & 2
fashi.oooblc critical attitude, and 1llustrates the cbourclty of such J point of i
viou by taking it toits logical conclusion. R :
15 - i #*
:'-sgg.-oque et esti¢tique du mouvenent ‘ i:'tudes Cinematographiques, Vol. 1, No. -2,
: _printemps 196y (karia, 1950), p. 15. , ] . .

184514, - -
. ”Thc rapid increase in knowledgc and consequent expanc:lon of thc wind demandcd in :
‘the renaiseance period, es in the twentieth century, new uedia of ‘expregsion. - . 4
In ‘both 1ostances it i3 a case of the niessage forminy the nodi;c, not. vice verga.
Such a8 Ramug, Aschan, Dcnn;lo, Fraunce, Sidney, Puttenhan tiiloon, Bacon, Hobbes,
Gldhau, . ‘ A
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Interview with Genevibve Agel, Les Chemins de Féllini, editions du cerf (Paris,
'1956), ° 2 93. : . |

. .
i : . t
"y R L .

o 20"'rhe ansver of iir—Hobbes to Sir mu D'Avenant's Preface before Gondibe“

Céitical Essays of the Seventeenth Centugz, Vol Il (1650-1685), ed J. L.

. :sSpingarn (Oxford, 1908), p. 54.

-

?llnterview with Pierre Kast, Intervieus with Film Digectors ed. Andraw Barris,
Discus (N84 York, 1969, p. 192. . — -
zzlnterview with Tullio- Kezich, op cit. p. 44. .
zanimesis trnns R. Trash (Ptinceton, 19 3), p. 551 - o R e
zﬁ;Feilé‘rico‘Fellini (Paris, '1963), p. 46, = .
q??é—&ﬁetoric of Mﬁtives_fios Angeles, 196 )} p. 43,\\\a
N -Op_:- fc’_it’otpo 55. : ) 3 . . ) ' ) ‘,' e
’ ool . . .. . R
‘op.-eit. p. 27. _ A
,- . ! ) 'r_u A - -~
t 285 eit) p. 542, / " _ L S U
. Phia. ha\s been demonstrated\by R. neme,\ £\ Klebs and J.-P: Sulltban. See- the.
lattefh\The Satyricon of Petronius (London, 1968), p- 93. Co
Pl

1’

30The Satyricon of Petronius trans W. Arrévemith (Ann A:bor, 1959 y D. 95._

1The Poetry of John Oldh;L ed. Dobrée (London, 960), .67, One|could m: kg an.
" intéresting comparison of the works of Jonson nd Fellir* thexry sro 'many
similarities . i "

?_’zop.. cit., p. S47.

33 .. ’ \

. Preface to The Rival Ladies.
’35intérview'witﬁ Agel, op: citl, P. ?4J _
|
290 ;
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‘???Eliiqi'é Sagigipon.Op. cit., p. 27. :
: L ; o e . :
3 :Lbiﬁ., P. 2_6. -z ;’ / ’ B w._._f:;
} I 2 - - S
L Quoted by Gilbert Selachas, op. cit., p. 89 . a = : ol
‘ e . ’ e " " o Jr
: " P cte., p. 60, - S A A
£ . S ‘ . ' f - e
: R . S C : S L
-’f°'p,e= ey p. 75 L0 - R Lo TR
RN T : ‘ L - /S
L (9 4 . : Y O EE
v ‘\Interview with Tullio Kezich, op cit.‘ P, &7-&8 L . ,v{u'<7 . .j?f
: Des 3 and Egpresstén in the Visual Arts (NewﬁYork, 1964), P &6 (note)
\‘ ‘ f
"31nurv1ew of Felliﬂ:l. with Agel, op. cte., p. 94 : g,
) e’ o ‘:\ ' ” IS . i ¢
: “md., p. 95. \"-' LT : ‘ :
. ’ e .,\_, -
ﬁS

) the tﬁird act. ‘
aé' : R & —
The peOple dying in the earthquake, Trimalchio in hi toub nnd the widow\of
EphesuB story, the deaths of the Patricians, the death of the Hsrmaphtodite,
. and: the death ‘of Ascyltus. -

“709 cit., p. 47 (uote) : A . ) | ‘%»

' "8op. elt.; p.f 100.
. g

T

‘901rolamo Tracértoro Naugerius, sive de poetica dia) \ - (1555) ; txans. R.
Kélso, University of I1linois. Studies in Language and Litex atu*e, IX (192&),
No. 3, p: 58. .

\ . '
' 50; \ o \\\\
Pellini s Satyricon, op. cit., Pp. 19 & 26. L \ ,
N . " \ . -
51,
ib_‘ido’ po 250 B . \
C525p1d., pp. 4344, C )
. . Nl - ~.
S?Intarview with Kast, op. ¢it., p. 182. ‘& ' '

‘ ‘sasalach‘s, Op o" C’-to > PP- 6{.‘65 . . -t =
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Interview with Agel, op. cit., p. 95 .
* N (’

N 56, . oo ; b
R . N .I I i ‘ . -

S?OP- Cito’ p. ‘1‘%“. . ra

/ | . .
ssEg lini, in pfgface to Fellini's Satyxicon, op. cit., p. 46.

T .
/' Pibid., p. 26? .

AN / L - SR
601bidl’ po 280' —-— 1 ) - .
, Y . \ - . . N ’- ‘;
pid., p. 5. _ , : | L o
62151&., p. 30. . ’ - Cd
$3one could, of course, discuss this technique in terms of music as well as of ; v
painting, » ; [ B
. B {' ™ ] . ! . "\;
64 v : N .
Interview with Agel, op. eit., B. 93. i
65 . o / o Do
““Fellini; interview with Kezich, op. cit., pp. 38-59.
66Fellin:l; in Fellini's Satyricon, op. cit., p. 4. C
. |
Tpoens, ed. A. R. Waller. 2 Vols. (Cambridge 1905-06), Vol. I, p. 214,
68 '

Interview with Kezich, op. cit., p. 59. .

‘69Pau1 Roques, "L'Esprit Baroque," Etudes'CinematographiQu o, Sg. i [

p.-50-51. ) 1:.‘&-."“ .
2 . ‘ , - L
A. Cowley, Poems, op. cit., pp. 185-86. _ .
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' DISCUSSION OF THE :ILLS PRESENTATION ENTITLED "THE INPORTANCE OF EXAMINING THE -
\ CONSCIOUSNESS. OF THE FILIMAKER: FOCUS ON THE FILMS OF FEDERICO FELLINI AND ON

'CHRISTOPHER PARKiR'S CUT' . " _ ) .
r [ /. "h-«,g:::—_h “ -
Ty . ) ’ \ \\ . )
' Powers: I eaw, or at least I think I saw, Jim Belson frantically scribbling T
during lan's presentation. 'I think we would all be 1nterested in hearing Jim 8

commente on Isn's notions of memory and.ponaciousnesss

Belson: I did take notes on lan's comﬁbnts but I'm not éxactly sure Where to 3

bagin. There are quite a“few points I would like to have clsrified before I o
. make any statement about lan’s preaentation. . I dan't want to develop a debate,,

and ags of right now, there doean’t aeem to be any reasons for one.

L3

The relationahip betwe et:nnius and Fellini's SATYRICON was an inter-

- esting one. What struck gz when we were talking about archetypes was the similar
% relationship between Fe i's film'and Cut. Ian made, I"bélieve, some question-j/
able {remarks about the weaning for the audience of some of those images., If 4
, Fellini's Satyrigon, and if Petronius' work is the origin of the wall archetype, '
= to what extent cap one draw similar conclusions about the obvious relationship

~ between 8% and Cat? Cut presents the doutle image and the voice giving advice
to the fil ¥, while in 8% Guido rejects similar advice from hie writer-
friend at the/spa. The carnival atmosphere in which the filmmaker is involved '
and the recurrent themes of music are similar in both films. The pictures on
the wall of the filrmaker's editing, room.in Cut are like the imagee Guido hae
pasted on his walls in 8. The symbolism of the two amused women in Cut, with
their continual justaposition, resembles the whore/madonna of Claudia Ca Cardinale

in 84%.

I can understand the division that Petronius granted as fragmentary: ertra
parte -in fragmentary form, but-to go and draw a structure for Satyricon ds s
classical five act forin aeems somehow strange. . . is that what you mean?

lidlls: I was making a comparison in terms of imagery. I wasn't trying to make
a comparison in terms of structure. I was speaking of the film 1tse1£

Belaon: You seem to be speaking simultaneouslm of frsgmentation and structuration.

biills: I don't think the two thinga are opposed: I think you can have frag-

mentation and structure as well. The idea of the fresco is important in that

regsrd. The opening and ciosing shot of a fresco (in Satyricon) gives en indi-

cation of the style that Fellini uses. If you look at a fresco, it 48 freg- §
mentary in one sense,and yet it also has a structure. 'I don't think that be-

cause something is fragmentary it necessarily means that we have to omit the

notion of structure.

Fell:l.n:l. looka upen the. memory as/ a mirror in which, in-a sense, we can
see a reflection of ourselves. Hobb¢s, intereatingly, uses the same image to
refer to mémory. There ie a clear logy between the two notiona.

-7 - ’

Powers: Perhsps John Tokar could make a few comments.

. Tokar: My perspective on the conscioueness of the film director is quite a bit
R di,fef’/t from the one employed by these. gentlemen. I'm more intereated in a
philosophical question: What are the filmmaker's presuppositions? Are they old;
are they new?. In other worda, I want to know his worldview.: This ig a question
.of congciousnass. Consciousneas can only be conceived in a relational or con-
textual way. I don’'t feel that consciousness can be conceiVed of as it has

been, tonight: as an isolated phenowenon, or as a.prima facie first cause for
creation. Yet this is how it has been treated.

oot .. v
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. from Eisenstein.
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This type of treatment of consciousness is in the tradition of philosophic
tdealism which, at times, -becomes subjective idbalism. .In the case of the film
Cut it becomes isolipsism. In other words, one is not sure that the material
world really exists, that: there is a materiality. This can be summarized as
the theory that conscioubness preceded matter. I think the impact of such a
theory is to be found evgrywhetfe; we don't have to look very hard.

»

Fellinigis an excellent ealkample of this, as a man who has stated in.a
recent interview that he doesn't know what everything is all about, that he's
not certain about one thing. . We get the impression he is hanging on by s hair.

"

Another form this subjective preoccupation takes is its elevating of form: .
form 1ig" an end.in itself; it is more ifmportant than any comtent, any mtetiality
This leads to a preoccupation with \memory, with dream, with all the psychological
apparatuses that idealism has historically developed We're victims of it;
we were brought up in it; the whole. culture is permeated with it. Some people‘ )

call it bourgeois ideolosy * That's probably what it is; that's why they call
it that. .

I would like to ﬁtesent a few cioncepté taken from people who hsére taken 7
the_posit}on that I take. hiistorical materialism. Let me read a quotation/

A e e

The effect, at times, is astounding, but the/;;:i/c; paid
is the entire-dissolution-of-thé Very foundation.of
~ literary diction aﬁd -the entire decomposition of literary
¢ method itself. For the lay reader, the text has been
" turned into abracadabra. In this joy shared the sad fate
of all the so-r.}led left tendencies in art that reached
. full flower witi the entry of Capitalism into the iﬁ?eti-
« alistie stage

JAnd Lenin, in Impetialiam, The Highest Form of Capitaligm, sets that date at

just before the beginning of World War I. He claims that the people involved
in that var vere there because of conflicting property interests.

(n the one hand, there is a firm belief in the permanency of existing:
order, ahd hence, a conviction of the limitations of man. This frequently
produces jan implosion for the artist, imwards toward form. The implosion is
not creative and progressive but destructive. The arts themselves can escape

the fretters of bourgeois limitations only in a revolutionary ideology and
revolutionary themes .

Btetolt Brecht once wrote. “One does not progress by being profound.
Depth is a dimension in itself, just depth in which, then, nothing af all comes
to life, In fact, this idealistic world so heavily hung with psychological
interptetations incteasea and spreads the darkness instead of cutting thtough

. it."/

3

-Another solution had to be thought of, an idealistic one, namely the
psychological transformation of the petsonality. If you can't get what you
tfant, we will make you like what you get.. In this attitude, the Buddha was &
forerunner of Fréudianism, ‘ . !
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No Maharaja in India has ever had the mendaciour arrogance ‘and insolence of
the American ruling class and its-toad-eating vassals. They have not marely

threatened citiea v7ith extermination, but entire continents who refuse to
pander to their insolent greed.
Blonsky A portion of what you said interested me. But 'there was a quotation
that you plucked from Eisenstein which had to do with bourgeois narrative as

" reinforeing belief in the: permapence of the existing order, re: ideology; amd -
I understand you to. be’fncorpo ating that into your owm voica.

There haa been some work that's been done for example in de;mythologizing

“ mystifying voices. And.I had in mind a book called H%thologiea by Roland .

Barthea; which is concerned with various kinds of mystification: wrestling, -
coing, food, etc. I was interested in your. thought related to the Satyricon
or Cut in terms of its myaticator;,or anti-mysticatory structures.

© - ~Tokdx: It doean't tell us a damm thing.

|
Blonsky: I beg.your pardon. "
Tokar: ' It doesr’t tell us a damn thing. R
Blonakz: I'm terrible. I don't follow. o
Tokar* I would associate that film with the New American Cinemalbroup, vhich'
Tilns don't tell vs & damn thing, at least about anything that'a really important.
1'm not 1nt°rested in the fact that Fellini ig hanging on by a hair. We‘all
are. What'a new? -
Llewelyn: But for the historici! aterialist, any capitalist or any non*revol-
utionary art is bound to be reactionaxry, is bound to be part of the superstructure;

. therefore, it is idealist. They define art that way. Hon—revolutionary‘art is
by definition part of the superstructureé; so they just eliminate it.

i
Blonsky: Why would Satyricon be cal 2d Feactionary? ;
Llewelyn: I'w Jjust saying that in their frame of reference, they defihe terms
so that they can reduce all works of art to a single, easily diaposab ‘e vocab~
ulary: rather a aanitary way of dealing with an uncomfortable sesthefic word.
Tokar: You say that with a sneer, ' ; i
- —— i ‘\ - .
Llewelyn: Yes, I say that with a sneer because I.speak with reape t/fpr the
. products of thousands of years of human efforte in aesthetics. I d? 't think .

it can be easily diaposed of. ‘ ]
Bershen: .Could you be more claar, John, in what You are opposing to Ian's

' compents. 1've essumed that you are talking about a philoaophic position
that has to do with activiam as opposed to reflections. .
Iokar: No, I'm trying to deal with rationallam, not activiam. Xou have to be
rational before you act, \

Q . .
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Bershen: You said that Ian's interest was not important, that Cut was not import-
ant, that New American Cinema did not deal with anything important. What is '
important?

Tokar: I think all these wprks are based on 8 similar psychological premise.
They're dealing with consciousness in a subjective, internal way, they're
going inmward with consciocusness. Consciousness is sbout something. You can go
outward or in, Everyone is going in. :

Blonsky: You say “going-{n". Do you mean that they, a huge domain of f£{lms, s
are introspective regsrding consciousness, going in in much the same way that '
Kant went in, to use the metaphor, and examined the functioning of the conscious~

ness. e
1 ﬁather that your objection is to a kind of srt which explores conscious=~ .
ness, because it (to use lir. L‘ewelyn 8. term) does ndt alter the proletarian
consciousness. Of course you're not.saying that. N
Lesage: I'd like to re-focus the question somewhat. [If you re using a lMarxist T
‘sesthetic or an historical materialist aesthetic, what is happening to people
when they see a film? And what should be happening to people vhen they see a
film?
Tokar: , The,’'re seeing it with the eyes of ine culture in vhich they live.- In
-other words, unconsciously everyone has a way of looking at the world: it's a
matter of environment. It doesn’t make much senge for us to see a film: by the
~-. Third World Cinema of South America and expect to relate to it in a meaningful
vay. - ’
Lesage:‘ Are yYou saying, then, that péople afe reacting to films in the same
way they are reacting to visual-audio reality around them?
Tokar: Yes, I'd assume that the substance of film is about some material that
has something to do with people’s lives.
Lesage: I'm not sure that I agree, because I don't believe you have really
elaborate a theory of what is happening to people when they see 2 film,
Tokar: I'm not interested in physiologtcal or psychological mechanization that
is. in operation. I'm not {interested in perception.
F Y
Lesagg:‘_Eisenstein was interested in petception. e
Tokar:: We all have eyes, we can see. We all have brains, we can reason. .

Harpole: Isg this an accurate re-statement: There is no need for the common
man to see Satyricon or Cut, because it doesn't tell him anything about the
improvement of his life. Is that accurate? //

Tokar: Yes, he can identify with it, but what feeling does it communicate to
you when you walk out of the theater. What are you left with? Anything sub-
stantial? ‘Is the identification with a dying man something you want?

Blonsky: As against? ' ' ‘ y
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// Tokar: As against growth, energy, life!
Blé ky: To talk about a man whose credentials are totally revolutionary,

‘Godard. . .

Tokar: Those are his words, hot mine!

Brdwne: There are some very intsresting arallels between Cut and A Man 1th a
liovie Camera. Could you tell us exactly! this film differs from Vertow's
film, and tell us whether you consider that film a proletarian 1nspiration

L. Tokar: There's a certain group of people who have grasped onto this film £
~ fts for qualities, and they'’ve.look at this film a8 an apology for their
#  work. lﬂa\;ul:her words it's the structural people--the New American Cinema
n people~~who like this film. They aren't really sufe the world exists, so they
say, Vertov's using that way back then, 8o he's our mentoy. They disregard
the fact that Vertov was a man that evolved, his work evolved, that hig first
and most important contribution to film wes Kino Pravda; they "disregard the ‘

- ‘fact that after making A lian with a Movie Camera, he made an extraordinary film
called Thred Songs About Lenin. But if you ask the New American Cinema people
about these ns, they'll put the foot down on them.

. ., -

Bershen: What you're saying is not the truth about the New American.Cinema's '

treatment of Kino Pravda and the Songs about Lenin. Annette Michelson does not
consider Kino Pravda a sun burst through rain on either side. .

Tokar:. I1.don't think she sees it in its historical perspective.

Powers: John, you say that people unconsciously sees things the way their society

sees them, But at the same time you say you don't go in for psychological mech-

anisms. What exactly is your viewpoint? Where does consciousness begin and
. where does the unconscious begin? What exactly is meant by the term ''the .

consciousness of the filmmaker'? What value is there in discusaing it?

tiitchell: I think that approaching the conaciousness of the filmmaker can be

approached from two viewpoints, Are we interested in examing his consciousness

because we, toc, are interested in making films, or are interested in the pro-

cesses a filwmaker goes through? Or, are we interested in jt from the view-

point of the art product itself, the film? If we look at it fromJ;he second :
viewpoint, I would say that the consciousness of the filmmaker is rather un=; i
important to the product of art. I think that the art product ftself should be ;
examined. If you look at the consciousneas of the filmmaker and its relation
to the product, you're getting into a lot of guesswork which may not help ;
- clarify the work. It may also pervert the work and what the work is trying to i

say.

Blongky: Which raises, of course, some very interesting questions. The first
is the question of the act of consciousness versus the re~writing of the text

or the perversion of the vork. It may well be that to look upon a text is

to svstematically deform it as Malraux said. What I am suggesting is that it
may. very well be that we are not dealing in the field of truth at all, but rather
in demonstrating the "polyaemie"” of the particular text. .For example, what

me tight be interested in doing is- inaugurating Ian's thoughts relating to’
consciousness of the filmmaker. Then, he might find an absolutely opposite
interpretations; if snother interpretation came along, it too would serve;

49
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and 8o on. Thus we would be incurring a chain of inrerprererions which will move

- through time.

S

Second, the ancient Yale| New Critical structures against 1ntenrion don't
seem relevant to the question of locating the consciousness, or a consciousness,
as manifested in a filmic text.

Belson: 1 think there be a danger in getting involved in some kind of

“intentionalist Fallacy" in dealing exclus..vely with consciousness. For John,

to quote Eimenstein, somewhiat out of context, on Joyce seems to D to be a
little unfair, since Eisenstein is concerned with the form of Joyce's vwriting
and the revolutionary dialectical form Joyce is working with. I think you can
see in Fisenstein a moverent toward an incressing interest in thé'workings

of the consciousness and of the form of film itself: to pottray, depict, and .
present the working of the inner mind. I reject the statement :hat. Joyce\gets
involved in meaningless abracadabra. \

Harpole: You' re not saying we're going to study the man by urudying art, not
studying one man's mind by studying his err? : .

Beélson: No. But it does meem to be velid to discuss the particular form of

a film to mee exactly what has been done 1n terms of camera snd narrative point
of view, to determnine how the filmmaker focuses on particulsr faces with '
particular cuts-—~as well as rheir length and intenaity. .

Harpole: You would reslly see as justifiable a study of one man's mind by
studying his art, uaruhall?/ ' Eﬁ
1
Blonsky: If. I have srrikeigy Eicenstein.on my moviola, it gives me great pleasure
to think that he's not dead in the gense that the consciousness is still alive :
(1'm.not trying to speak mystically)) The structures of the consciousness, tha

aymbolical structures, the intellectual structures are preserved and.are the

. only thing of interest to me. They may provide s relerion—-rext to reader or

text to me--aa 1 project rhe film on the wall. e
Harpole: Im other words knowing that a man created it varms it for you.

Blonsky: The point is that certain minds are of greater intarest to the' natural-
izer (that ia, someone who brings them alive again) than othars. I think that
anything we want to study is legitimate since we'ré sll aristocrats here. There's
no doubt that we're not siding our proletarian comrjdes.

Rarpole: Well, I suppose that underlying my comments was the assumed queurion.

1s it legirimare to study art in order to find out more about one men u mind?

Blonsky: Georges Poulet. The ansver is, "0Of course.'" But, on other hand. it's
1egir1mate to do anything. ﬂ}

Llewelxg Hell. you go to extremes if you may that 1:3.1egitigare to do anyrhing
I'm just thinking that necrophilia is nor particularly my thing. I think you're
taking relativism too far. I think we'll have to assert aome aort of ethic.

1 meap if you don't, you can aay 'anything goes'. This is why I brought the
necrophilia business in. ‘

*
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Rlonsky: As Albert Ellis said. . . (laughter)

I would be very arrogant, frankly, if I were proposing areas of exclusion.

1 If T understand what lir. Tokar was saying, he expressed-an interest in a kind
of art that-—go far the 'kind' hssn't been specified~-will revolutionarily
aﬁfer either consciousness of appropriate persons or materials.

Llewelyn: What you're saying essentially is that you're affirming critical
pluralism. I suppose that I'd have to agree with you if that's what you're,
doing. . y

Blonsky: I have no idea what.I'm doing.. (Huch laughter)

Hargéle: The point I was trying to make 1s that to 'studythe fiimmaker's mind~-~-
vhether you come at him from the psychoanalyst's couch or through his eye--is
openly. a psychoadaﬁztic procedure, not an artistic one.

Blonsky: Absolutely not. A psychoanalyst is a man trained in a certain discipline
who above all is a structuralist of a certain kind. I could imagine a study of
Eisenstein which would entirely dwell at the level of the surface of the rhetoric--
which analysis, for example, would go frame- by frame, as one chooses, treating
each frame as a pictogram and analysing ita thetoric. Such a man would be a .
stylistician and he would surely not be a psychoanalyst. At the same time, ‘it
could be\well argued that he was giving himself a knd. of access to consciousness
which could only be gotten to live again this way, an inscriptive relatiomship,
that is, reader to text. Then we could talk about metaphor implantations by the
reader. ' :

.——-l—"" . -

Harpolé: You can’t function as an art critic without studying the mind of the
maker of the art, and I say that primarily because the process of artistic
crestion does not always involve a completely logical and completely explainable
series of steps.

Blounsky: - I slightly cavilled or bristled when you used to term ‘art critic’.

To begin with, I don't know what a critic is, in a real sense. In my mind I ‘
proposed a substitytion: analyst. above all, another word-came in mind: ‘poet',
of, 'extender of the text’. That is to say, Eis¢nstein is_dead; his texts are
thereland inert. If one chooses, he may leave them inert or there msy come

along ianother man, a poet, snd though his discourse is of a very different order
from that of Eisenstein, he will gladly and joyfully implant and extend the
discoukse through anotlier kind of poetry. I find this a very worthy endeavour;
the redson I mention that is that there is some connotion in the term 'art critic'
that seems to somehow cut against this notion of the rewtiter and extender of
texts.

a kind of\prior thing which the filmmaker externalizes. I wonder if that is

Bordwells 1 got the impression from your paper, Ianm, that conéci;&sness is
a fair corgclusion.

!

tills: Whét is reaily important is a study of the relationship between the
director’s mind and the external world. That's what I see as being.consciousness.

Bordwell: The question I had concerns the implications of your notion of

consciousness for the creative process. Film may cause a lpecial problem here.

I'm wondering if your notion allows enough room for the mediupm. I’m wondering

if you posit consciousness gs the primacy of the mind's relation to the external

world, vwhere do we consider the mediumithe :ECL&F works in? .
{ ) L& i
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Mills: There always exists che necessity of structuring this consciousness. ]

Bordwell: Consciousness 18 not 8o much structured 1ike an object is structured,

but 18 discovered in the medium. You're really talking about two things. First,

a prior thing which is a kind of a process of translation, despite the structuring
and objectivization process. Second, conséiousness as an abstractab1e~-and-
extractable~~rhing which we induce from the works that we're given. To what -
extent do these things overlap? /

Mills: I think that they overlap completely, as Freud would say about our dreams.
For example, 1f you take what he considers to b% the ultimate form of conscious~
ness: the truth is in your dreams. There 18 a“structure there, too, and we *
must agree that the consciousness itself has got a: certain amount of structure

: implied in its perc:gpion of reality. / :

/
Bordwell: I grant the perceptual givens and the cognitive givens. What I'm |
wondering 18 when an artist works, te what extent do the conditions of the media
and the conditions of a lot of things pressing in, not simply modify, but

g actually reconstitute a new level 7 consciousness which 1is what we get in an
: art work?

AR

"hills: I think that happens. f%ave made a number of films myself, and I'm
very conscious of the fact that/from the script to the direction it becomes a ..
N\ new fiin; its new again on thj/éditing table.
Bordwell: I'm wondering 1 Chat you say 1is really pertinent to vhat Fellini
saye about himself, because,l think you're talking about two consciousnesses:
that of the living breathi Fellini and that of the consciousness you abatract
from the films. / ’

Blonsky: We can conceive of both the living, breathing Fellini, and the con-
sciousness mediated chrough~-not only the media 'film' Hut the particular
problematic that arose. &nd I think that that's a verjfinteresting kind of
pursuit, the questio? of the relationship between symbolizer and the symbolized.

. 7
Bershen:. Eisenstein is a very good example because he wrote so much. I think
one of the angwers to the 'Intentional Fallacy' 18 to -look at someone's artifacts,
films, paintings! whatever, and their writing over a8 long period of time. »

Bordwell: Again, you're assuming that his written essays are a direct transelation .
of his consciousness. ) . -

Bershen: His written essays are his written essays. °
. Bordwell: I see, you're proposing a comparison of texts.
N i . -

; Berghen: I just finished doing this very thing with October and I ‘can see that
what he says {g not always what he means.

Harpole: Aren't you, theh, just reading into his consciousness the way someone
\\ else charged someone of reading into a film.




173

Bershen: There 1s my consclousness in the way of anything I do., Every critic's
consclousness, every person’s consciousness 1s in the way. You can’t get rid

of it; therefore, you have to be aware of ft and make it explicit. There's no
vay You can get rid of it. »

Blonmsky: But there's anmother route you can take. You are proposing as flat a .
critical or analytical language as possible, in order to minimizes the mediation
of'yoPr own language yourself. J—

Bershen: Flat? . .

Blonskz: Flat, in the sense that you are careful not to implant metaphors,

and you're very careful to become jazzy, not to use a flamboyant rhetoric. Could
I impose the possibility of re-writing the text (to table the possibility of non-
mediated consciousness for a moment).

Bershen: You have to saﬁ that from the<eginning, and then you can use, as ip .
Eisenstein's.case, many quotations. At least you're presenting his ideas in 4
his own words.

Llewelyn: You're trying to talk sbout Eisenstein's consciousness, you're not _
saying that his vorks mean this and this and this. You're talking about Eisenstein.

Bershen: I'm saying that in looking at the film very carefully, and in reading
Eisenstein's writing, I think I can see a coming together. I'm mot trying to
psychoanalyze him. :
liitchell. I don't think that when you say you're writing a paper about October,
that it is October~the~creation you arz writing about. It's sort of the inter-~
action between the creation and the creator. ' I don't think that what you're
doing is coming to conclusions about a specific work of art, you're coming to
conclusions about interactions between consciousnesses, or interactions between
creations and creator. ) i

Lesage: I think we are in an elitist position, all of us in this ;oom, and when

we talk about works of art, we've been laying on *culture’, just precisely from /

‘the fact’that-most 6f us have reached the upper-middle class or are going

to reach it 1f we finish sthool. So when we talk about culture, we talk about -
it as if it's a given; when we talk about a work of art, or Satyriconm or read

the New York Times, we see them as givens. When You're talking about a filmmaker'
consclousness, you have to ask what is the social purpose for which he 1is making

- filmg, wvhat's the system in which he is making films, and who does he thirk his
audience is going to be, and what does he think the audience is going 1: get out
of this film? If you don't explicitly lay this out for yourself, or if you say
the filmmaker didn't lay it out for himself, then it just means that you've
accepted this standard means of producing culture and continuing culture without
ever examining it.

Blonsky: I regard all of us~~to use the distinction that the French make

between 'écrivain' and 'auteur'-~- &crivains. That is to say, we're all socially
useless. The 'ecrivains' are a group of people in this country and elsewhere, °

at laast in this part of the world, who are pald very often to work at univere
sitieg--but who are also found often working fo; journals~-and tp work as extenders
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of texts. They're not paid to alter proletarian consciousness or aristocratic
consciousness; they're paid to talk back and forth to one another. It's a
dialogue with one another: it's play. They are paid to play; they're useless.
Now, is there really another way to approach texts? ,

Lesage: I think so, .and this is where intention comes to mind. I think if you
say that the filmmaker has. a certain social intention--which 1is true, for example,
of Eisengtein (Eisenstein also believes in a certain psychology)--then the form
of his films can nbt be considered aside from the fact that he's making films for
a social reason. And when he talks about the structure of his films, he has

a very definite social explanation of his films.

This 1is the point that is being raised. When I look at a film like Cut,
I’ve got to ask myself the question. $o what? 1I'm fascinated by it, I might
look at it several times to see yhat kind of techniques are employed, but I'm
thinking: Whom did he make that film for? What did he think he was going to get
ov* of 1it? One more step up the museum ladder? etc. I think that at a certain
point, when you’re concerned with a larger social perspective, you have to aske
those questipns. , -

Bershen: But you also have to find out what the relation 1s. between the artist
as he seces it and his social situation. Again, I think that's very interesting
because, as you say, he starts with a didactic purpose and he ends up with a
formalist aesthetic. Someone asked at one point, what can we learn from a
film. . It seéms to be that Eisenstein had a social and me taphysical situation to
deal with. He came up with certain answers to. his situation, and those ansvers
are of use to other people. They @an learn from ic.

Tokar: I think you have to make a distinction between consciouanesa -and self-—i—m

‘consciousness. Hhat 1 see in' Cut is se-f-consciousness.

Belson: If it's about art, it's going to be somewhat aclf-conacioua. An.
artist's art today is about his self-conscious network. He's makipg statements
about his oun material.

Gordon. I would just like to see 1f we could address whether or not self- -
Consciousness.reaches a point where it is masturbation. Then again, on the other

to mc, and I can’t deny them. And yet I’ n soci"lty concerned. My ques€den -

1s: 'How important is self-comsciousnéss? I'd be interested in seeing if-you - .

can see a film as important in the sense of its social significance and its
relation to the revolution.

Henderson: 1I'd like to get back to the contradiction in its pure form between
Ian's interpretation and John's remarks. I think there is definitely a contra-
diction in these two positions, ,one that we will be faced with throughout the
conference. It seems to me that there are two approaches we should take in
regard to this. Omne 15 to articulate the contradiction, developing all sides
as far as possible, but also to apply a dialectical ?pproach as a way of facing
this contradiction. Tlie contradiction is one that I/ve faced in my own work

What I would like to see, in concrete terms, is a study of Fellini, that
would first of all embody an approach like Ian's, one which would be even more °
expansive than Ian's in dealing with Fellini's carger and the history of his
consciousness. At the same time it would root FbL ini as a particular being in
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a social class situation and regsrd his films in the totality of his life. It !
would study the society and economy in which he makes films ami would regard all’
aspects of his filwmaking and audience response to his films. . v

4 ﬁhink Tokar's position was important for setting the dialectic--aetting
the contradiction in motion--but there are some questions I would have to ask
hin. Would he regard Fellini as someone worth atudying? Why is it useful to .
study the history of an idealist in Bourgeois cinema, and 1if it is, what questions

will we ask? How will we conduct our study? As an answer to the first question,

I think we can’t understand our own practice as film viewers or critics until
we understand film history, since this history has shaped our film perception ~
in every possible way. If it is John’s position that this history is not worth
studying because it is idealist then: I would reject the position as being un-
historical and as cutting us off from our own history.

To ‘eliminate Fellini might be like taking a bad tooth out, but it would »
also deny Fellini's humanity. Even 1f his films do not tranactihed bourgeois -
worldview, nevertheless, there 1s room in which hig reactions transcend his
situation.

Hitcheéll: You have to wonder if expression has to have social valug. In other
words does it have to havej}ociological value or can there be legitimate mastur-
bation? Do we reject expréssion’ as not being art because it has no aocial
value? - ”

-
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THE INDIVIDUAL CONSCIOUSJESS FILi: TFROM THE DIGITAL TO THE ANALOG

v . - e e -

Sollace ilitchell : ‘ - \
Browvn University '

Tnere are some interesting new directions appearing in filmwmaking today
that are attempting to escape from traditional cinema and much of its enter-
taioment oriented, audience gratification. The attempts.are encrmpassed by
“expanded cinema‘w-eapanding, liberating itself frowm conventional modes.

The term being tossed about vith reckless abandon these days 1§\£synaeéthe;1c
cinema”. Including both the aesthetic, or *manner of experiencing something
and synaesthesia, or the harmonic synthesis, through artistic.achievement of
both experience and non-experience, synaesthetic cinema is basicall§ film
artistically trying to expand its audience's consciousmess. It tries to rein~
terpret, in novel ways, experience and bring to us the psychical and never -
before experienced, the non-experience. It involves not only oceanic
- consciousness but cosmological consciousness. Synaesthetic cinema's so-called.
“task’ is to expand our consciousness. Gene Youngblood talks about it as the
expansion of human consciousness through the freedom granted by technology to
experience art.as the total life experience--the rise to cosmic consclousness.

A ‘more recognizable description {8 simply this: synaesthetic cinema
is film which tries to force the viewer to participate in the film in: order
to break down established modes of perception. This can-include, in some
cases, narrative styles, the breaking dowm and perversion of narrative styles,
“moving picture  films (films that present images only, without a particular
plot) of which there are two types: those that-employ pre-associative. images
such as landscapes, icons, people, etc.; and those that employ only non-
associative images (somevhat analagous to non-objective or non-representational
painting). - The artist often uses computers or machines to generate the images
of these films: cyberneticAcinéhg. (Cybernetics is the comparative study of
the control systems of the human brain and mechanical-electrical devices, so
that cybernetic cinema is the transferral of the artist's visual concepts into

realized visual designs through the use of computers or machines.) _It-is-this -

aspect of synaesthetic cinema I am concerned with in this presentation.
Cyoernetic films present some interesting questions which I will try to raise,

\n.but by n6 méans will I pretend to answer them all.

N Certainly an important aspect of cybernetic cinema is the breakdoum of
distinccions between form and content: its form is its content. The film
presents us with moving, forming, and transforming patterns and designs like
nothing we've seen before. the object is to experience the totally new, and

1 mean “'experience” versus ''viewing. Let us apply this to the definition of
synaesthetic cinema, which is the entire filmic text syncretistically appre-
hended as an integral whole--conceptual and/or factual information working
together to bring message to viewer that requires him to synthesize conceptual
and sensory data. The message is the interaction of medium and form/content.
Instead of employing plot and associative images to elicit stock responses

from the audience, these films try to pull the viewer outside himself, to wrest .

"him from the societal context he is ‘'viewing” the film from, and force to
leave himself behind and become a part of the filmic experience. ther than
the digital brain processes of logic that are amployed yhile viewing narrative
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cinema,'cybernetic cinema hopes to destroy the digital and make the audience
rely on the analog or analagous brain functions: information bombarding the
brain from all channels of neurons, from all modalities. This is why: I empa-

~.size "expériencé" versus "viewing.” The art process becomes a dialectic, &

F

dialogue rather than a monologue. Ome is drawn into being part of the film,
one is involved, active, rather than pasgive.  One must synthesize the entire
experience which is bombarding all the sensory modalities, We arrive'at
synesthesia rather than synaesthésia or analogic rather than logic.. Inj

this vay, cybernetic cinema, its proponents argue, will éxpand the pattici-

pant's conscingggess. ‘ b :w___m‘

—_—

Ernst Kris, in his book’ Paychoang_ytic Explorations of Art, argues. that
in order for aesthet{t communication to occuy between. art and viewer there
wust be a sharing of psychic level between the two (artist and viewer)..
contends -that in inspiration and’ creation, there must be a regression of ego
‘control in thé artist to allow the id, the source of 1nsp1ration, to dictate
to the’'artist the creation of the art. -.{Comparison with Jung'a collective un-
conséious and archetypal aymbols would seem productive.)  Consequently, the
audienhce must also put itself in the properg*state of mind" to receive the

‘messages.”  He speaks of re-creation, by e audience, of the artiat’s mental
states while creating: .

Where ego control in the audience is high, the result is
not re-creation but reconstruction. The experience is,
in the common locution, “intellectualized.” The aesthe-
tic response is replaced by pedantic connoisseurship or -
historicism and the trained .incapacity which knows all
about art but doesn’t know what it.likes....On the other
hand, when the psychic level of interpretation involves
too little ego control, the mednings responded to are
projective and lacking in integration. Tife aesthetic
response is overvhelmed in blind-raptures, the eestasies
of the "art lover." At best, the experience may be char-
acterized in.terms of Dewey's useful .distinction--as one
of enjoyment rather than appreciation.l

Kris continues, mentidhing p9ychic distance or ober-distancing and undér~
distancing. In the former case,’ the audience's reaction is “philistinhe" .

-and in the latter it is too.'pragmatic,’ rather than the ideal--the aesthetic,

But cybernetic cinema contends with Kris just on these/points. It wants .

- to make the distance negligible, it wants to completely minimize the func~
tion of the ego and aesthetic response. it seeks to -destroy any defenses the
viewer's ego erects: only by forcing him to react amalogically with the id

& dialectic between the art product and the viewer.

can cybernetic cinema hope to pull him outside himself. As I said, art ‘becomes /.:

The question remains, does synaesthetic and cybernetic cinema aucceed , .
in these terms? Is it a dialectic or is it a masturbatory art form with value
only for the creator? To quote Kris again, who makes some gogent remarks:
“Aesthetit creation is aimed at an audience: only that aelf—expreesion is
aesthetic which is communicated (or communicable) to others.” He then contin-
ues by emphasizing that this does not .imply that the'measage must be communi~
cated. “What is mads common to 'artist and audience ia the aesthetfc experience
itself, not a pre-exiatent content...Communication lies“not so much in the
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prior intent of ,the artist as in.the consequent re-creation by the audience
of his.work of art. And re-creation is distinguished from sheer reaction to.
‘the wotk precisely by the fact .that the person respodding himself contributes

e the stimuli for.his. response."2:

T‘his :I.s ) ceéxtainly in. agreement with the theory of aynaesthet:l.c cinema

At doea TGt want to act on:a pagsive audience. The objective is to put the
E “viewer on the same psychic level as.that of the film~-what I have called
.. anglogital uncomsciousness, somewhat like the id or the collective unconscious
.t level, The.film starts here in ‘order to expand the participant to "cosmic con-
" . 9clousnéss.” ~But because of the radically new form of cybernetic cinema
-+ (combining . form and content 8o as to make them'indistinguishable), traditional
-1deas .about. commmication must be- revi.sed. ‘:he -audience cannot expect.to be .

given a megsage on a, silver. platter, It insy be that the message 18 no longer
on the ego, logicél level; but wust be felt, intuited, experienced. Yet, I
find that ajdiences react to cybernetic.cinéma only, as Kris puts 1t, ™o ..
hlind rapture, hc.stanies . It 48 possible .that more ego control is requ:lred
in cybernatic cinema, M.though I tead to relegate that-theory to. more tradi-
tional forms of art«-narrat:lon preuntation, ‘éte, However, I am. not. will-
i0g to exclude i¢,. ‘It 18 also possiblé-that there has Been a complete trans-

.formation of old cinematic’ codes (vis a vis seniology) into A new codification

the viewer 1g unable to intuit, as.he doés with tud:l,tiomt «codes, Perhaps
the id or collective uhconscious (cybertetic.cinewals Use of fon-associative -
imagery) is a psychic level we cannpt ‘yet communicate: on, ox will rneVel} be
able to communicate on. Is synaesthetic and cybemgtic Qinema helﬁ:lnsf us to
realize that eapab:l.l:l.ty? A . . .. .

The big- advantage of. smesthet:l.c aj.nem 80 often csltéd by :Lts propo-~
nents is that it.escapes the at:ophying entertainment of . commercial filmee=.
i1t does not gratify, it opens up awareness. I ‘think this is cértainly possible.
But I see a threatening danger. Aa films come.tobe packaged and sold for®
howe viewing on the televisions of the fiture ,Sthey gould very posgibiy be -
treated as records or television shows now. are -treated. These Iilms of beauu-
tiful, intricate, moving images will be eesily réviewable.-.Just like the -~
Beatles’ “Abbey Road” has come to be favorite muzak; ¢ Jordan Beleon's Aljures.
may become a favorite moovee--for two reasons. Like. the music, -it gives us
pleasure: we have a pleasant -LSD- experience and lookxfomrd to enjoying the
same again.  The fevorite film will be turned on ,because ‘pleasure seeking , .
people want.to be entertained. .Also, 11k'e waiting for Saturday night’.to sés
the craze phase TV shok of America, “All in.the Ramily,”. ylewers will beg:l.n

) to seek the expected gratification of “beautiful" films,

l’

So instead of jerking audiences ftom the lethargy produced by puie enter- .
taioment, synaesthet:l.c ¢inema may come to lull them back <o sleep.. Will -
1t be “"art’ if it does? Should art be valusble and’ consciousness expanding?
Is it art 1f it doesn't? Should we define a task. for art? In the final analy-
sis do we want creative artists or effective polir.iciana? .What happens to the
individual consciousness film? - ‘ .

£y
' .
» " -

1 thin_k these’ questions .are rather important. In order to attempt. any -
answers it<ls necessary to’use some basic definitions of ' reat:l.v:l.ty" and “art“
At includes three aspects--the artist, the product and the wiewer..' Within
thia triad. there are two vuwpo:lhts to be cnna:l.dered. that ‘'of the creator and -
that of the yiewer. ' . T
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r Inportant to the individual consciousness art is the individuality of
the artist. For this reason the creative is often defined as original presen-
tations or productions, whether of old themes or new., Imitatior is hardly
creative and not very valuable, in fact it is the basis of pure entertainment.
Originality or the unexpected or unthought of is what makes art consciousness
expanding and therefore valuable. ifust art (and therefore film) be valuable?
It seens to me that all art, if it is truly creative, will be valuable.

- It 1is precise!y the danger I am worried about that the craftsman come
to be accepted as the artist (if, indeed, he already isn't). A good computer
filmnaker can 'produce a bedutiful film that is labelled "art" by pedple just
beginning to dabble in new areas an who are unaware of the real potential
- inherent in computer films, It will’be the craftsman that produces the grati-
fyingly, revievablg, pleasur&hle\fjlms of the future.

But must the artist invest her work with a meaaage in order to create
art, or will it Just have a message because she has artistically created an
original work? 1 am leery of movements or directions or demands on art, Must
synaesthetic cinema bring us out into the ccsmos? With this maxim in ind
artists would become politiciang, ranters whe produce works with the right
message. It may be that synaesthetic cinema will bring us into the cosmic age”
and does have much value but it is dangerous to demand that it do this or that.

We are confronted with an important conflict: is film a means of communi-
* cation to effect a desired end or is it rather an end in itself? If it is ’
+Just ‘a means it becomes a political tool. Ideally it is an end that does com~
. municate, that does expand gvareness because it is art. When I say art is
v communication and yet it is not, I mean that there are two types of comuunica-
tion involved: one morg or less implicit apd one explicit. Brnst -Kris clari-
fies: Arte..always consciously or unconsciously, serves the purpose of
comnunication. We now distinguish between®two stages: one in which-the
attist's id commuriicates to the ego, and one in vwhich the same intra-psychic
processes are submitted to others [audience].'3 Ve see that communication
is inherent {n arg. i -
The individual consciousnecs work of art is important in two ways: to
both artist and viewer. The.individuality of the artist is invaluable., I
.think that man needs to be able to create his personal art--it is a psycho-
logical need and fudction. Inspiration has been described (see Vincent Tomas's
. /Creativity in Art” and Monroe C. Beardsley's "On the Creation of Art") as
"t a’perturbation within the artist that he must externalize, define for his
 own: peace of mind. The creative process is the constant directing and redirect-
iing of the path the work takés. The artist tries certain alternatives and
«discriminatingly accepts or rejects them. He does not know what the final
product will be’, his only goal is to arrive at a point where he is satisfied
-with vha: he has done, or at least can go no further. An artist must be a
creator, not necessarily a craftsman. .
_ ‘With thig definition in mind, it becomes obvious that an artist 'is no
longer an artist if he succumbs to the demands of theorists or critics who,
for example, say that synaeathetic cinema's task is to do this and therefore
it is implicit that an artist should do this. Art mustn't DO anything but “
exist." The seeming dichotony is resolved: art must not have a task but
neither do we need to worry about art degenerating into entertainment: true
art will be expanding, true art will be intuitively recognizab?e.
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s C From the gther point of view, the audience regards the film, and the
. f{immsker becomes inconsequential to the art product .The creative process
and the artist's intent are in the realm of the artist himdelf and perhaps

the interest of psychology, etc.

Whether the artist Succeeded or was gsatis-

fied with the work does not mpatter in this rtontext.

If it. i3 creative, then

it will have value for the audience.

-The work in its existential agpect only-

i.1

is to be interpreted, not in the context ‘of the, artlst and success versus .
failure. 1t is the film that possesses the individual conaeiousceas for the o
audience, not the creator of:the film. -The individual consciousness film

" exigts only if the individual creator gave birth €o it and thé viewer will ?
“get the msegsage" if it is truly a personal consciousness interpretation-- ) v .
the creative or never experienced. _ P ‘ '

1f synaesthetic cinema is in this way creative, then the Question is
Does it exist yet? I think & vast majority of ‘the “‘expanded ginema” is just
. good craftsmanship--beautiful and that's all. In exceptional cases it is . -
creatively artistic and therafore synaeathtie (while being the work of a
good craftsman). .
As part of synaesthetic cinema, cybernetic:films. provide material for
gome more interesting speculation. Computers are rapidly becoming a wore
and more important factor in not only art but daily living. In the next
decade the trend of 70% computer hardware in use (that £s, the processing
computers themselves) versus 30% software usage (tapes, cards and in-put/
out-put terminals for programming) will be reversed. 4 Computers ake baing1
programmed to move about, develop attituydes and-hold beliefs. New computers
are operating one million times faster than the fastest-digital computers.
In the next years a computer will be able to do in five minutes what it
now takes ten yeara for a computer to do. This g all the more incredible
when one realizes that right now a digital computer can process information
it takes a human brain seventy years to sccumulate. The nuamber of computers
double every year and capabilities are multiplied by ten every two years.
It's definitely possible that we will design a computer that exceeds our
rate of information retention and processing, so restricted by btain size,
life length and slow processing, that it is more intelligent in rate and
capacity than a hunan brain. Herman Kahn in his book Year 2000 says, T,
If these ffactors were to continue unchecked until the
end of the century, all current concepts about Computer
limitations will have to be reconsidered. Even if the
trend continues only for the next decade or so, the.
improvements over current computers would be factors -
of thousands to millions...By the year 2000 Computers Y
are likelyto match, simulate or surpass some of man's
most 'human-like® intellectual abilities, including
" perhaps some of his aesthetic and creative capacities, .
in addition to having new kinds of capabilities that .
human beings do not have... . o

L
L4

Some Computer experts see innovative new ways to use Computers in the i
artist's creative process. A.if. Noll, a computer filmmaker: o !
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...the artist’s emotional state could conceivably be
determined by computer processing of physical and

electrical signals from the artist {for example, pulse

rate. and electrical activity of the brain). Then, by

changing thé artist’s environment through such exter-

nal stimuli as sound, color, and visual patterns, the

computer would.geek to optimize the aesthetic eff.ct

of all these stimuli upon the-artist acco¥ding to .
’ some specified criterion....the emotional reaction of

) the a;tist would continvally change, and the computer

" would react accordingly either to stabilize the artist's
ehotionhal state-or. to steer it through some pre-pro-

grammed course. One is ‘strongly tempted to describe .
these ideas as a consciousness-expanding experience :

in association with a psychedelic computer...current '
technological and psyehological %nvaﬁtigationa would
seem to aim in such a direction. .

+

" But it seems to me that it 15 the computer that becomes the artiat in this
_cdse and the go-called artist becomes the -audience. His "consciousness”

is expanded but he is not truly creating. The individual consciousness <
is no longer personal creativity. Robert Mallory, a computer scientist,
talks of stoges in the relationship between artist and computer: from the
first stage where the computer just objectively presents proposals and
alternatives, to the third stage where it makes autonomou ecisions that

are an integral part of the art work and fourth stage at i1¢H the computer
makes decisions not in the program and therefore unanticipated by the artist,
In the fifth stage the artist is no; longer necessary and in ‘the sixth he

will have lost even the option to "pull the plug“. ‘

. In this case the artist no longer is an artist. Would he bother creat-
ing when his creationa are doing it for him? Agpin,A.n. Noll: .

§
I
eeoodf 'creativity is resr.r:lcmd to mean the production f
. of the unconventional or unpredicted“ then the computer ]
should jingtead be portrdyed ags a creative medium~-an !
active and creative tollaborator with the srtist...because f
of the computér's great speed, freedom from error, and i f
fast ahilities for asgessment and subsequent modification !
® of programs, it appears to us to act unpredictably and to j
produce_ the umexpected In this sense the computer actively
#aokes over some of the artist's creativé search...%’ .

But the computer is only a medium Because it lacks phe fundamental aspect
of creativity: inspiration. Using Kris's theories, there can be no inspir- )
ation in the computer. .They have no heed tp externalize id feelings; they {
generate “"art' with a certain goal intedded, to achieve a specifig¢ end. /
Instead of established goals, the Luman nind just creates as partfég/g |
necegsary functions« It needs no external reasons. f

Q

Using the compuier to propose alternatives 13 aomewhat like the
Surrealists’ ise of chance in theéir crestive activity.. In this way computer
.nay be a legitimate tool’ dn the creative process. But what happens when the:
computer comed to "create’ better films than we can? Will ‘'we just git back |
and enjoy or will we continue to create on our own? it is quite possible [
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that artistic creativity is a necessary function for our psychological well-
being: we need to express the individual consciocusness’ perhaps it is a
gself apsertion: we need an outlet for the id, How will we be affected when
an entity incapable of error creates art? Is there, by-definition, error-
less creativity or art? Is theré any error in art at all? It is not improb-
able that the artist-computer velationship will be completely reversed:
instzad of the active artist using the passive computer, the active computer
will use the passive (undiscriminating) artist.

Certainly computers have forced us to realize that craftemanship is not
all important. By using computers, the artist becomes & pure conceptualist
who realizes his ideas thréugh the use of a machine: We'no longer need rely
on our technical ability. If only for this reason, cowputers will have value
in the art realm. But it is vital to realize a distinction in roles the
computer could play. It is a tool like a paint brush and easel; it can have
therapeutic value in areas such as peychology if vaed in ways such as A.M.
Noll suggests; but in no way should it be regarded as a creator in itself.

It i5 a means only. Granted it ia a means of vast possihilities. - The test
of the computer as an artist will be conducted on Ernst Kris’s terms: can
it conmunicate on a psychic level involving id, and ego regression?  If it
cannot, then it ig not an'artist. Therefore, do we relegate it to.the role
of “creator’? If so, then creativity must be redefined as pure chance
productions of the unexpected and we realize that the Suvrealists are correct
in their theories. And further, it follows that 1nsp:lratf:lon ig the facl:Ot
. that distinguishea Uetween artist and cvestor. P
. For precisely thia reason, I do not think human artistic p:oducuvuy

is,due for obsolescence. However, it 4s quite eaay to pervert it with
agents such as computers or aesthetic theorists. - But as much as I ay opposed
to shackling or limiting art in any way, by making demande of it, it may

/ be dangerous to-employ no control and approach each new work of art or
direction in art with a sort of situation ethica. The happy medium seems
most easily approschable through intuition and the re-dtrecting of art by
the artists themse}lves.
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NARCISSUS WELL-LIT

Robert Mugge
University of Maryland

I. Film Form; The Conspiracy

Once upon a time, out of an infinity of universal potential, was carved
a single pregnant possibility. The darknesgses parted and, in their stead,
was created light...light projected in a2 rectangular shape against one whige

screen. Images recorded, synched to sounds, and shown at twenty-four frames

per second ad infinitum. A shiny new reality was born, and it was called
film.

Within moments after the Creation, the almighty trinity--Kodak, Holly~

that it was good...and that it was profy

from their high places and they s _
8..mass-produced temples where this flicker~

itable. And so they built theat

"wood, and Edison (divine butcher;itaker, and candlestick maker)--looked down

. ing demigod could be worshipped and great offerings brought. And they were

so pleased that they sent out & decree to all peoples saying "The form is set,
the dye cast; all direction is beyond question. Go ye therefore and make
movies."

There were, however, lurking then in less reputable quarters of the land,
8 small but disrespectful minority with a penchant for skepticism. Not only
did they question the trinity's inherent right toyplace restrictions on
artistic expression, but they asked embarrassing questions about every single
aspect of the arbitrarily prescribed form: Vhy a rigidly rectangular visual
image} Why only one visual and one aural image? Why confinement to the very
few dvailable film stocks and processings? Why twenty~four frames per second?
Why frames? Vhy film stocks? Vhy studios, labs, theatres, feature lengths,
plots, narratives, soundtracks, division of tasks, buttered popeorn, or any-
thing else indisputably associated with the medium? thy should interior
style and content be the only controllable variables when the very forms of
expression could be open to artistic diseretion as well? Why an isolationist
art form when film could be combined with live theatre, live dance, live
music, tape recorded or synthesized sounds, lights, slides, videotapes, or
any number of additional sensory stimulants to create ever new and envolving
forms of aesthetic experience? Why, they asked, should tradition, economics,
and technological efficiency determine questions of clearly artistic natures?

The filmic trinity, needless to say, did not have immediate answers to
such questions (their customary response having always been a simple appeal
for renewal of faith), but they did evolve some effective methods of dealing
with the dissension. As each succeeding question was put forth, appropriate
means were found of either co-opting or crushing the vblces behind it. They
had only to feel out each new negative vibration, asﬁﬁzi n its source,
and then cleverly redirect its energy. S

. / dem

. |ff -
The first such solution was the creation of a new and inviting identitye-s
that of the filmmaker. From its inception, this term offered: the societal
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status (both cultural and, su@nultural) of the archetypal artist and crafts-
man; the excitement of p oneering an institution still in its early stages
of development, and of-posaibly ac eving a position in that institution's
personal history, the security of woiking within a clear-cut medium of
largely fixed forms, goals, and vocabulary; and the ego satisfaction of
producing permanent art products potentially accessible to millions both
currently and in the future. Never before had a muzzle been so readily
‘accepted by the creatures for which it was fashioned. Though sincere, most
of the dissidents were also ravenous for self-respect and social identity,
and couild hardly be expected to pass up chances for instant fulfillment
through mere association with a word.

The trinity's second solution--making film production an endeavor of
fantastic expense--proved equally successful. It became necessary for any °
but the most wealthy to work exclusively on projects which quaranteed an
adequate financial return on the investment. This meant sticking primarily
to traditional film form and keeping the content as commercially oriented
as possible. Profit became synonymous with distribution,-which, in turn,
became synonymous with a catering to pre-existing audience tastes. By the
laws of economic natural selection, the most radically innovative were the
least likely to survive, flourish, and (most important) have their work
seen. © - )

The third solution was very similar to the first. It took the struc- .
tures of history and criticism, commonly associated with more-established
art forms, and applied them to/;he Tatest victim of cultural rigor mortis--
the motion picture. Suddenly there arose a need for those with the special,
talents of collecting, organizing revising, excluding, dissecting, relating,
theorizing, and judging--verbally oriented egos to tame this new visual
medium and reduce its elements to the enlightening point where itlmic works
could be studied, "understood,” categorized, and filed away into appropriate
.positions of atatic societal value. And all one had to do to achieve this
impresasive leverage over both preaent and future aesthetic reality was to
limit one's own thinking and writing to works created within the restrictive
confines of established film form--tongues once aflame with fresh ideas
were rapidly transformed into purveyors of revelation, debaters of relative
significance, assigners of meaning, and molders of malleable future within
frameworks of quick-frozen past. The film critic and historian softshoed
into their flashy new roles. W¥alidity was inherent with the positions...
rigidity with the results. .

The fourth and final aolution grew naturally out of the other three;
With filmic pretensions increasing daily, the faithful began calling for an
organized means of preserving the common traditions and transmitting them
to new generations. Hence the immediate establishment of film schools, film
courses, film departments, and...especially...film students. Suddenly
everywhere there were ambitious, young cinephilists busily studying, quoting,
" and imitating "the masters,” and consuming an unhealthy diet of names, dates,
theories, and visual images packed with preservatives and other artificial
ingredients. The academic assembly line was abruptly .supplemented with five
new products: filmmaker, film critic, film archivist, film hiatorian, and
even film teacher. o
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Thus, after a long, hard day of becoming established, the cine~trinity--
father, son, and Aoly~wood-~locked up the cash register, awitched off the
old moviola, and alipped into sweet -dreams of tomorrow's:movie~ocrity. Their
doctrine was now firmly entrenched in the human mentality, and a new art form
had taken ita place right up there with the big ones. As always, narrow
myth proved more impressive than diverse reality, and ultimately replaced
it.

II. A Spoonful of Cinema: Life in a Mediacracy

Once upon another time, somewhere within a blossomdng human swareness,
there was born an innocent, young reality. Now, -thia was no ordinary reality,
" like the ones you or I might relate to, but the boundless, valueless, devaa-
tating result of pure sensory perceptions. Original existence: ummuted
by the filters of knowing, undistorted by systematic comprehension, precluding
both explanationa and expectations. It was reality based solely on the

brilliant inner images of the first living, conceiving beings--an inestimable ’

gift from the universe to ita most promising offspring.

- Humankind, however, was neither designed nor destined to handle so great
a burden as perfection. ‘Though’ granted-the éption to permanently benefit
from this ultimate fn perceptual realitiea, the first humans chose instead to
satisfy their natural craving for forbidden fruit. This meant sccrificing
their gift altogether in the fatuous quest for communication.

at began one sunny, primeval day as the sharing of a few mutual symbols,
developed rapidly into the full-scale disaster of a common language. Initial
efforts to organize reality into communicable forma were naturally accompanied
by conceptions of logic, definition, and the known, and they in turn implied
the frightening new motion of the unknown. The same reality, which had previ-
ously provided absolute comfort, clarity, and unmenaced involvement, suddenly
was transformed into a disordered, uncertain kingdom where physical and
mental survival stood continually in the balance. The world became at once
a place to be studied, assorted, and adapted in the hope that all-illuminative
knowledge could bring meaning and consistence to the formleas, periloua
universe to which humanity found itself confined. Human existence was
tragically, incurably crippled.

The first major step into tha exiatential abyss involved the invention
of specific labelling words, each of which was designed to Iimit the scope
of a selectively small portion of the natural universe. Each word became a
name for a particular ‘‘real” object, being, action, or interaction; and every
thing or event so labelled became simultaneously restricted (in the evolving
humen mentality) to the essence of the thing or event as comprehended when
originally named. The results were fact-shattering. -

Dazzled by this new system, which continued to expand in direct pro-
portion to the constricting of human awareness, they went further still.,
The following step ¥as to develop whole new/sets of words whosa antecedents
were untraceabi» to the actual physical world. Concepts, diverse products
of the purely mental realm, were devised‘ﬁlong with accompanying labels,
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adding yet another mist to the eye of the human beholder. Each word filtered
off a few more natural possibilities and theoretically funneled universal
madness into less threatening forms acceptable for logical consumption.

NOW; most of those early subduers of reality were motivatqﬁ simply by
the innocent belief that survival necessitated their actions. ;There were,
however, others more intelligent and less scripulous who pgrceived additional
personal benefits in a human condition centered entirely arouqd organized
delusion. What better way, they thought, to profitably exploic the peoples
of the world, than to manipulate their realities--and what bdtter way to do
that than to manipulate the very words on which those realitfes were founded?
What better means of subtly enslaving everyone everywhere than a calculated
utilization of language--what better, that is, until a too%ﬂvith even greater
potential to exploit was developed. /

/
Delving a little deeply into the mysteries of percepéion-;not td mention
moving @rother notch into Pandora's irrestable legacy-~huglanmind soon brought
into being the most powerful method of regulating its own existence ever envi-

" sioned. From out of the vast technological sea, society/fathered beautiful

twin media children--Video and Cinema--male and female ‘carnations of ulti-
mate communication, and electronic incubus/succubus sedficers of humdnmind.

In return for the gift of life, the media twins héld up to their
impressionable human parents & distorted mirror image Spiced with illusory
ideals, desires, and behavioral prototypes. The spectre was, of course,
false, but it proved so pleasing that the parents not only believed it, but
patterened their own regplities after the distortion /{making it no longer

. false, but the newer truth). The hypnotic flickerifig of quicksilver screens

replaced. that of tribal fires, and flattering visuai substitutes were found
for the disharmonies of the three-dimensional physical world.

The ellipse of human development was at last completed. Vidiocy, the
last new disease, inherited the remnants of human sensibilities lulling them
into painless, mindless cinambulism. The 111ness s one noticeable sympton
was an inexplicable belief in the freedom of individual thought and action,
and its lone result was the absolute passivity of the entire earthly com-
munity. The screw of human historv had been turped finally, firmly into
place; the world ended with 2 freeze frame, not with a pan.

!

IIL. Cinerarium (Sweeping up in the Afterward A...

Fact 1: The expressions of the media artist are being channeled into
restrictive forms and structures to the detriment of both personal
and societal artistic growth.

Facg 2: Most current programs of film and media education merely train the

aspiring artiat to £{11 perscribed slots in a profit-motivated
industry.

Fact 3: Film and videotape may very well be obsolete as viable means of
) expression by the time mpst "film" and “screen arts” departments
are completely established.
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Fact 4:

Fact 2:

Afterward

Fact 1:'

Fact 2:
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A new form of art education must/ be developed in which students
are opened to all the many medip possibilities gvailable to them:
the "continual search" must ba /emphagized over the '‘series of
finds,"” acknowledging Lhat history is to be made and not retro-
gresaively cmulated; boundarifs between’ the media ghould be
crossed as a matter of course, filmic traditions violated out of
moral obligation, and all st ctural limits to expression viewed
as impositions not to be toyératedm

" ‘ / . ‘
Film, 1de311y,a§hou1d be biit one pliant portion of the media art~

1st's ever-expanding palette

—

1 of .

In a mediacracy ( a society where no one can exist untouched and
unaffected by media) there are certain rights which the government
must insure for all its citizens. These rights involve, basically,
the ability of each individual to control his or her own desciny,
in spite of the incredible prassures inflicted by the media,

All people muat possess phys ; 1l control over the media. which
touch them--they must have either the megns of personally eradi-
cating any media images (switching them off), or the mobility to
remove themselves from the presance of the images: each person
must have, at his or her reasonabla disposal,the ovtions of priva-
cy, silence, and dsrkness...the complete absence of any exterior
intrusion upon the senses. This can only be accomplished through

_ intelligent envirommental planning and design.

Fact 3:

Fact 4:

All people must possess mental control over media--they muat be
able to distinguish those medis images having positive affects

on them from those having negative ones, and then be able to
mentally shut out the particularly harmful ones. This can only

be -actuated by instituting, in the public schools, & comprehensive
program of media education for the masses...obligatory lessons

for all in media self~defanse.

All people must have both the ability and the oppordbnity to make
media images of their own. In a mediacracy this right becomes
even more essential than tha ability to ''read and write'': we
must destroy that situation wherein an overwhelming majority of
media passivists consumes the unchallenged output of elitist
media activists. This can only be achieved by a combination of
general media education, and a decentralizing of media control.
Those who control the media, control humanity--all the Power to
all the Peoplelil
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" and the meaninglessness of meaning).
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ADD FILM TO RHETORIC )

Ruth Perlmutter
New York University

Film should be studied against the backdrop of the metaphorical shift
in the twentieth century. This can be done by unearthing the deeper
structure of the agreed-upon fictions which gerve as pfoblemesolvers for
nevw concerns., With this method, a course of study could be infinitely
expandable. Since similar problems are being solved within the same
metaphorical screen, such a course could include all aspects of the
cultural convergence in art, philosophical thinking and human behavior
attitudes. (I will examplify this by examination of three figures in
the modernist tradition--Ken Jacobs, Gertrude Stein and Samuel Beckett.)

Paradoxically, the major fiction in the twentieth century is the myth
of metaphor.l Since no cultural codes—are isdmorphic with the structure
of the universe or of man's mental processes, the only way to approximate
these structures is to-pretent "as if" this were the way "it is." -The

"pretense then, is to make believe that the world is like the way we think,

feel, and see, This explains the concentration in the twentieth century
on the mental proceases of man -- his language, perception, anl conscious-
ness, Lf one accepts this paradigm, one can bezin to apprec te the
schemata of the modernist tradition.

There is a marked retreat from over-prescription (morglity, didacti-
cism, association of fact with value, the mistake of ‘thinking of the

and phenomenalism, that is, the desire to get closer to the referend, the -
obsessfon with the "naming of the object"; the reinforcement of perceptual
data by the exploration of process; the reductive- "silence", ninimalism

(""“""

The tension provoked is mot between the way the world is and it should

be; -but: the disparity between us and the way it is outside ourselves.

- As such, it strikes at the very roots of our concerns with the illusions

of rea;ity and. with the ambiguities inherent in the self transacting with
that reality and transforming it artistically.

From this tesn. «, objective criteria can be isolated, into which
the art forms and epistomological thinking can be discussed -as symptomatic
of the tradition. 7The significant ones will strike at the radicalizing
tendency ~- the formal spatio-tewporal discontinuities which continually
test our illusionistic tendencies and come closest to imitating the para-
meters of human perception and consciousness.

Similar concerns led to the breakdown of the traditional forms in
the twentieth century and accounts for the high rate of innovation and
experimentation which took place. There were some major dissatisfactiot.s==
with words, with self-expression in art (with art as an aesthetic or re-
l1igign) with vanishingpoint illusion of reality in Renaisaance perspectivgf

&
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‘and.with sequential, linear progression of thought. The result was an

art of extreme dislocations and transformetions. Art was meant to be
an irritant, and to frustrate, or how else to describe the disparities,
to f£ill the gap between art and life, to suggest that our beliefs are

only illusions of reality?

In literature, art and film, whole new areas weras exploited--
categories of codea withput words and with only inner referends, in-
corporation of the author's discourse on method or process, concern with
memory and cognition, use of raw materials, disfusion of boundaries be-
tween the arts, a mixture of genres. It led to & new kind of rhetorical
structure~~the non-narrative.

In literature, for example, the loosened narrative mode, on one
hand, imitated the working of the unstructured braine-jumpy, allusive, .
disconnected, non-verbal, with a tantrum proae that resembled the »u-
conacious, the life of wordless-emotion. On the other hand, there was
an incorporation of non-literary discourse~-a combination of legaleae,
Newspeak and assertive proposifionse=in order to sbolish the emotive
content. When the ‘two extremes were combined, tha sublime and the banal
occurred together. Everything became potentially identifiable with every-
thing in the world was happening &t once. A series of flattenings were
going on-~time was flattened .into a simultaneity of past and present.
Sequence, climaxes were eradicated, causality abandoned., Art became -.
operational, based on the relations of things acting together. The
objective was always the.same--to strip every code of its pretense, to
question the critical assumptiops, to upset the traditional orientations,
to refer more closely to the way we think and try to know.

Film adjusted quickly to the century into which it was born. It
dipped into the tradition, developing levels of referential codes, layers'
of extra-artistic concerns, dnd a mélange of genrea. Along the spectrum,
for example, of the infinite cinema (one is reminded here of Kenneth
Burke's statement that a book is the elaboration of a single sentence),
there are films that hark back to other films, those that .allude directly
or indirectly to other genres, those that superimpose prescriptions along
with formal experimentation, those that define a tradition or remake one,
those that preserve the facts of our forms of survival, our empirical
reality--the natural codes of-behavior, the socio-political concerns of
a nation. :

Northrop Frye has described the progress of genre--from translation
of a previous convention to deliberate formation of a convention, to the
turning away from the convention with irony, psrody, and the final break
into‘experimentation and new forms, Film operated this way, although
not in any chronological sequence. It paraphrased the narrative tradi-
tion-=the novel, the drama. In America especially, it pulled from the
folk oristic elements of the culture--the pastoral, comic strips, -
vaudeville, the frontier humor. Pornography, sadism and parody were
elements in the conventional Western, the crime movie, and the alap-
atick comedy. The moralistic assumptions were always latently or
expressly present. In Frye's terminology, the puny forces of the good
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(derived from the Arcadian genre, the masque) opposed the gargsntuan
demonic forces (the vices of the antimasque), aud morsl justice usually
prevailed,

‘ It was the archetypal narrative of the experimental films, too, ‘the
early German express] onidtic movies, the Gothic personality nightmares of
Bergman, futuristics ilms like Alghaville and 2001 Space Odysse, In.
these films, however, the“battle was fought inside the humen mind and’

mm fragmented personal‘ty.“ Here one can see more clearly the tension pro-
voked by contesting the xiomatic assumptions of illusion and reality,
The parameters of time and space were distorted and fundemental problems
of the human psyche-~sanity, control over the.environment, .passage through
cultural history as a paradigm of or contrast to the internal workings
of the human consciousness--Were explored.

With greater experimentation, the narrative fell away and there was
a stronger emphasis on the denotative aspect of film. Filim, as s code
of communicstion, behaves ihe a language, and has its own grammatical
set of rules and lexicon. e formal departures, the moménts of trans-
"~ formation, help to identify the stylistic uniqueness of each artist.
When allusions or genre conventions are referred to (such as Truffaut's

silent screen techniques, Bunuel's slapstick scene in The Exterminating *

Angel, Varhol's recreated Hollywood in Harlot or .Kiss, Godard's use of.
advertising slogans, modern painting or literature, Makavayev's incorpo~
ration of political cartoon, old movies and docimentary footage), their
purpose is modal as well as semantic., Manipulative camera techniques,
genre parody and defamiliarization sexve as formal disjunctions to ’
emphasize the polarities of fact, value and illusion.

Each ungrammatical device is the artist's rhetorical means both for
describing his frustration.with the limitations of man's innate structur-
ing capscity and for defining more closely the elements of his structure,

"In £ilm, he does it a number of ways--most pertinently by calling atten~
tion to the intersection of events in space and time with man's mental
processes which also exist in space and time. He is concerned with a
continual transformation of the données of man's human consciousness -

" his perception, memory, concentration, and emotional response. Both
historically and modally, film appeared at the moment of extreme “‘transe
formations in human consciousness. And so from the very beginning, film
could upset the usual texminologies and categories of 1llusionism. More
than any other code, film could rely more deeply on categories without
words, that is because it could attract our attention--to light, to
movement, to depth, to sound-~the stimuli to which we are most responsive .
in our enviromment. In form and meaning, film comes closest to approxie:
mating our visual thinking--that comBination of perception and cognition.

And it is coming closer, As Sitney says, ",,.this 1s a decade in which
there are more attempts than gVer before to fuse the vision of the eye
with the vision of the mindr" v

Even at its most highl} prescriptive level (as in Eisenstein's

propagandistic editing or the Griffith's moral lessons), there is always
the deeper surface of formal trpns formations. -In his Caterpillar series,
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: predictione for the futura.

Brekhege refers to Fisenstein as the artist of thé "primordiel dream

who introduced visual imaaes before.Words were known and whose "forﬁ of
transofovmatiin became his atyle, hia aoul. "Meli&ss; whom he calla
“"George the Magician," waa an e&rly nyllifi®r of the illuaion of depth -
oby Renaisaance ahading and perspective. In Griffith teo, ("David the
Goliath"), he claimf, one ¢an extract imporfant formal changes. To pro-
ject I rance oft of focus is to dlacover its "meaningful black- .
white counter~ehepee and developed thythm." 4 Thia echoea Panofsky'a i
view. To him, the filimic. method is iuvolved in "the dynamization of
apace' and “the apatialization of time," Panofaky recognived that be- .
neath the trappings of the crime lay the "doubly charged aense"
of space and time, of events that heﬁpened in the paat and contain some

. QLalling attentjon fthen, beceuse it relates to our total :esponsee )
and rafers most directly to our ubiquilous '“yisual culture" (Balsaz) is
a significant feature of fil. At one axtreme, films forces ‘oyr atten-
tion (with assertive editing, dialocation, fragmentation, short dis-
connectad ahota, extreme closa~ups, flicker effect, defbcueaing, supar=
impositions, jumpecuts. etc.). The camera functions, in’ Vertov s terms, -
as a "perfactible eye.” At the othar extreme, our ettentiogg are chal-
lenged by minimal changas, the camers lalasez-faires, with long takea,
widescreen lans, single tracks, deep space (as in Warhol, Antonioni,
Dreyer, Bresson). Both polea are irritating and tension~prOVoking. Both
taat our pretenses, our metaphorical assumptions strenuously, by dis-
tanciation, by elongating or contracting time, 'by insisting on the pres-
ence or absence of the filmmakar and/or the camera, by zooming in on
“things," giving them an aura, an evidential qd&lity.

J ]

The strongest emphaais is on perception, on seeing. An exercise
could ba to trace the aymbolic 'or actual presence of the "eye" from the
very beginnings of f{lmdom=-from Thé¢ Man with tha Movie Camers to Dali's
rezor-blede cut, to the final aequences es of 2001, McCabe gnd Mrs, Mili
Ionesco's Slime, not to mention-the violated vi vision of tha bespectacled
lady 6:;;::T99555318tep§“iﬁd Dustin Hoffmen in Sivaw Dogs. - The writings
of £il 8 too, refer obseasively to viaion aa a major form of atten-
tion, notably Vertov'a Notebooks and-Brakhage's Metaphors on Vision.

The purposes are conaonant with the epistemological and artistic concerns
of the modernist tradition--an attempt to thwart our anticipatiom, to
break up cur habitusl responses, ao that we pay attention finally, to
our major truth, that all we know and think is fiction.

Some of the experimentation with the thresholda of ‘conaciousnesa
can be examined by following tha career of Ken Jacobs, the American
filmmaker, who begen with intentional formlesaness and is now occupied
with extreme attention to formal principles. His early films, which
appeared at the time of the "happenings" in tha late 50's, were zany,

. highly idioayncratic, delibevately unskilled technically (anti-acting,

anti-professionalism, anti~aesthetic, anti~movie). WVasteland imagery
predominated--slum dwellings, leftovar toya, fecal ikona, auicidal pranke

ishness, black humor. In films 1ike Little Stabs at Havpiness and Blonde

*
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Cobra, the narrative and theme were discontinuous, Unsynchronized
sound, fast cutting interspersed with black leader and long endurance-
testing passages served to disorient alternately with shock and boredom
But behind the apparent formlessness, there were & number of unities--
place, characters, imagery. These constants were a juxtaposition of a
aouncirack of nonsense and menic-existential despair with garish circus~
like color, urban settings, and a pre-warhol satirization of Hollywood
eroticism (Jack Smith plays an infantile auperstar trans-sexual).

In the 60's, Jadobs' mood changed and he created a seriea\of abstract
cine-poems. Done home-movie style, they are characterized by ektreme ’
manipulations of camera, light and 3«D sffects. (The incorporEEéén of
old footage with new, which culminated in the remarkable Tom, Tom the -
Piper's Son was anticipated in 1965 when he juxtaposed a Mickey Mouse
cartoon with a home movie, called Ligsa and Joey in Conn: "Ydu've Come
Back! You're still Here.” His films of this period are formal studies
on the principlea of filmmaking su outline of process. He sets up
an operational tension between recognizable images and their function as
abstract forms. . He does it through light--with blurred focus, shadow
play, as in Afrshaft or as in Soft Rain, vhere by maintaining a constancy
of light, he forces us to see the relationship between the relationship
between the répresentative objects and their formal properties--depth,
occupying of space, and color. In Window, the light functions as & counter-
point between 2-D angd 3-D space, as when the camera swings exposing a
horizontal ghaft of light topping a telescoping vertical slither of light.
It becomes almost a metaphoricel keyhole that opens out our perception
and then introduces an eerie lyricism as the light gradually diminishes
to nothing. Our eyes-are coerced to follow violent movements, light
openings, contrasting°-shapes and textures. Then it rests with softer
e}ements, producing a fantasy of airy forms and heavy building blocks.

He does it through movement, by playing games with the camera. Its
movements make inanimate objects eppesr to move (as in Window) or its
fixity makes us conscious of the slightest movement (Soft Rain). Abrupt
powerful movements reduce the shapes to abstract planes. The fixed stare
sherpens our sense of the existential reality of representative objects.
In ¥indow, the camera is the auteur, operating almost autonomously with a
variable amount of donnés.. The material is reworked with zoom=rips,
complete pans or close=-ups. .

He does it through manipulaticn of space, by decomposing it and
fragmenting it or reconstructing if into deep space (Tom, Tom and Window).

He does it through manipulati .. of time. In Window, the rate of
change is rapid and disorienting. In Airshaft, the tantalizing emergence
and disappearance of a sensuous object sets up a rhythm of anticipation
and memory. In Soft Rain, time 18 slowed up to add to the controlled pace.
The repeated minimal movements of this passive non-event tugs at our
patience and our sticketo-itiveness.

ks

Either he varies the techn{hue by playing with a minimal amount of
elements in a narrowly prescribed space (Vindow, Airshsft), or he unifies
a number of unrelated elamants by juxtaposing them which endows them with

. both a formal and 8 semantic meaning (Nisssn Arisna Window), or he uses po
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manipulations in order to emphasize their parts and supply a crisp index
of their reality (Soft Rain). His interest is in a continual play of *
abstraction, representation and illusory mechanisms, either into meta-
morphosed parts or syncretized into a single perceptual field. He is
involved in the aesthetization of actuality, the definition of space.

For example, in Nissan Ariapna Window, his paean to the household Gods and
to éredtion (one could easily retitle it "Being There"), he plays with
shapes and their containers, how they break their containers, how we

try to keep them contained or endure their breaking out. It is all done
by fixed camera positions in a series of edited takes. He almost reifies
inanimate shapes and reduces animate ones to shapes and forms by wanipu-
lation of light and shadows so that the become abstract or defamiliarized.
The formal elements are reinforced by thematic ones--images of cleanliness,
purity, birth, the naked vs. the clothed, beauty within its shape, things
eluding their containers or the camera's eye. The. film is a demonstration
of Jacob's own view, that "Each work creates its own aesthetic" == in
other words, each work is a fresh recreation of the world. Diverse and/or
seemingly unrelated or non-cohering components create their own and new
relationships with devices that complement, ephance and/or reflect on the
process.

His method is a continual negation and affirmation of reality--
movement from dark to light, extreme optical assault, series of flatten-
ings, distention or a sudden unexpected focus on deep space. His major
concerns are with perception and form. The film is the subject of the
film, the camers is the actor who confronts the perceiver, using spatio-
temporal disjunctions to reveal vhat is there, to emphasize unexpected
relationships, to provoke tensions and uncertainties about the combination
of facts juxtaposed. The camera assaults, destroying our optical expecs
tancies, disrupting our kinesthetic sense, or it lingers for a long time
on an isolated part of an event, a fact or a view, distorting it.

His films are exercises in perception. One could follow all the
textbook properties of sensory psychophysicqsr-analtical introspection,
Phi phencmenon, memory of past experiences to determine depth and space,
Gestalt laws of orgarization--and discern them being willfully used in
his films. Most pari‘cularly, this can be demonstrated in Tom Tom where
he reconstitutes old footage, isolating parts of a pattern, changing the
constituents of the whole configuration. New arrangements of light and
shade, transformations in time and space (prolongation, flattening, super-
impositions, etc.) sometimes distort, sometimes enhance the meaning. The
film is process. Connotations are stripped away, an old genre is para-
phrased, then parodied, then departed from, leaving all the arbitrary
elements of film language exposed, a skeletal semiosis.

*

Similar preoccupations interested Gertrude Stein. One can see why so
many avant-gardists were influenced by her. Both Brakhage and Cage refer
to her repetitions as important functional devices. She was involved in
stripping tae English language of its rich complexity of connotations
and multi=level meanings. Her wethod was ideogrammatic. The words be-
came the objects they signified, tokens of themselves, shapes in space.
Stripped of meaning, the words functioned as lists of objects, reaching
an ~'vost lyrical intensity. Subtracting subject matter, conveying ler
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obscure no-literatura with the jlat tones of grammar~schoo} primers and.

English handbook exercises with its humdrum doggerel, with its a-logical
interrelationship of events in which al1 things, objects/and subjects |
relate to all things, ahe created a literature cleared ¢f mataphor and =
simile. She constructs her anti-referential structu by giving all
things equal importance, by ustﬁg repetition to cregte volume. She could
create a solid geometric ftgurefout of the "essencé" of personalities,: - ]
In Three Lives, the recurrence of "brown" transfotms it into a qualityLof :
personality. Brownness becomed an object in it elf. The other technigues

she used to maintain this ethos of stripped lgnguage were: the scientific i\
technique of constant definition and gypoth;ﬁgs with endless propositions K'

and their proofs to describe 'types'; cata
alow changes in character41mnch like the

guing effects which convey . ]

erceptible change from o

cinematic frame to the next); the use of the present participle to convey

process, ongoingness, "dontinuous pres » which gives the senae of |
watching the author in/the midst of creation. I

In A Long Gay Book of 1909, meaning begins to disappear, Logiz%l ‘
connections break down in The Porgraits 0f"1911. There is the emulation -
of painting and music as words afe used to convey sound like color and
emotion, color and shape like action and personality qualities, In Tender
Buttons, she begins the earnest ‘contemplation of things, folded in upon
themselves (she subtitles thie book "Object Food Rooms" in order to approx-
imate "still 1ife" painting), a purely abstract fragmented world indepen-
dent of verisimilitude, in which words sre wrenched from.their meanings
and non-sequitors abound in one-sentence definitioms (e.g. "SALAD: |It
is a winning cake.") which convey the ssnse of the random and the aéci-
dental. The irrelevant merges with obzcurity and language has been' pressed
to its limits. All kinds of heterogeneous things are put together-- a
day, a syllogism, buttons, a poem=-~ in an attempt to fix a name, possess
the object. .

It is s language devoid of memory, of preconceptions, It is a liter-
ature where childlike word-play conveys the inarticulate .sense of a word

before it has an assoclative meaning.

It i{s a cubism of unprepared,

disconnected, recreated -experience, the WORD made THING. Instead of a
metaphorical interaction (a desire to change one idea into another)
completely disconnected elements are juxtaposed in words that have their
own existence divorced from syntactical relationships or semantic associ-
ations:

COLD CLIMATE=«=="a ge¢ason in yellow sold extra strings
makes lying places.

Even "Toasted Susie is my ice cream' does not change Susie into toast or
ice cream. Thus, the word and the thing have become julotiuvmous: and
synonymous. Her own description of Cezanne epitomized this:

I came to Cezanne and there you were, st least there
I was, not all at once but a8 soon as I got used to it.
The landscape looked like & landscape that is to say what
is yellow in the landscape looked Yellew in the oil paint- -
1 8, and what was blue in the landscape looked blue in
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oil painting and if it did not there was still the oil
painting by Cezanne. The same thing was true of the peo-
Ple there was no reason why it should be but it was, the
same thing was true of the chairs, the same was true of
the apples. The apples looked like apples the chairs
looked like chairs snd it all had nothing to do with any-
thing because if they did not look like apples or chairs
or landscapc or people they were apples and chlairs and
landscape and people. They were so entirely these things
that they were not an oil painting and yet that that is
just what the Cezannes were they were an oil painting..."

Her lectures too, written in the same punctuationless, breathless
run=on Sentences express her Stanislavsky view of reality:

«ss8lowly if you feel what is inside that thing you do
not call it by the name by which it is known..:

I began to wonder.. just what one say when one looked

at anything really looked at anything. Did one see
sound, and what was the relation of color and sound, did
it make itself by description by a word that meant it or
did it make {tself by a word in itself. A]ll this time I
was of course not interested in emotion or that anything
happened... the word or words that made what 1 looked at
be itself were slways words that to me very exactly re-
lated themselves to thaﬁ\thing the thing at which 1 was
looking, but as often as '‘not had*as a I say nothing what-
ever to do with what any| Words would do that described
that thing. \

Even periocds came ''to ha&p a“life of their own to commence breaking
up things in arbitrary %ays" as in thHe poem "Winning his Way" from
Stanzas in Meditation, 1929-1933, in which periods came after each one or
two words. No wonder Miss Stein enjoyed the Burma Shave ads on the
American nighways, their brisk staccato and successive cinematic images
moving with the eye's movements:

One little piece on one board and then further on
two more words and then further on two more words S
whole lively poem.”

In addition to her poetry, her ritualized plays choregraph things
moving in space without discourse or metaphor or sequence of events and
causes (e.g. "A Curtain Raiser"). They are a way of describing what she
called in her Lectures "the essense of what happened." Meaning vanishes
in @ rite; traditional dramatic techniques of climax, tension, release,
nuance, modulation are lost in @ welter of directionless movement. The
play becomes an abstract landscape, timeless and finally static.

Humanism disappears in the empty phenomenologicsl world of Gertrude
Stein. And yet, a lyrical intensity of emotion 18 often reached. The~
matically, a metaphor of thispess emerges from her peculiarly unmetaphor«
ical works. Part of that intensity is conveyed by the monosyllabic push
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of the words, the remarkable ascetic quality of the basic English of her
poems. In gome way, clarity issues from obscurity, the clarity involved
in a paucity of words used and in the saintly concentration on the value
of the present moment ss the moment of creation and time. It is as if
she had followed Ogden’s prescription of using as few words as possible
to produce a gtrained effect. Through the rscovered love of simple
English and. the re-awakened gense of the power of the single syllable as
ap’ instrument of emotional intensity, a kind of radiance of mind willing
and desiring its own presence emerges.

I wish now to wish now that it is now
That I will tell very well

What I think not now but now

Oh yes oh yes now :

What do I think now .

I think very well of what now

What {g it now it is this now

How <o you do how do you do

And now how do you do now.

That which I think now ig this.

Samuel Beckett must have teethed on Wittgenstein's Tractacys, or
else, absorbed the ethos of his linguistic explorations. His philosophy,
his theme, his style are reflections of the failure to define objective
reality, except paradoxically, as Zero, Void Néant, Nothing. In his
excellent dialogues with the French art critic, Georges Duthui, he
describes the kind of panic ti. t lies behind the epistemological struggles

of all his characters. There is only, he aays

-essthe expression that there is nothing to express
nothing with which to express, nothing from which to
express, no power to express, no desire to express,
together with the obligation to express. (Transition,
1949, p. 98).

This sounds like Beckett's anonymous character of The Unnameable _
. whose last words indicate the impenetrable barrier of language that keeps
us all from ever really KNOWING:

I don't know, I'1ll never know, in the gilence you
don’t know, you must go on, I can’t go on, I'11
£0 on.

In order to move into the language of nothingnesa, in order to
deacribe the nothingness of men in his relationship with all things
which are also nothing, Beckett wrote in French. Like the advanced
algebra and elemental vocabulary of Racine, Beckutt found comfort in the
more grammatically.rigid French with its more denotative vocabulary and
crystalline exactness,  But no matter what language Beckett employs his
desire is to approach that which language in all its pretense cannot
say, in an endless cycle of self-defeat, in which language, ar:, and the
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gself must all be defeated. Thus, it is no accident that Beckett's
characters are failures, clowns, self-imposed or other-imposed slaves aand
lingufsts. 1n the anguish of seeking meaning in a world where there is
no meaning, his characters are preoécupied with naming things, trying to
fix objects with words, trying to comfort themselves with definitions

and discomnected memories, trying to quell their anxiety with logical
syllogisms, numbers, and the accumulation of -computer-like data. His
characters are searching .for the word that will keep away the terrifying
nothing beyond the word. Watt, for example, learns Knott's house that
the infinite, the Silence can never be reached, that a ticket to the
"further end of the line" only brings him to the beginning again. He

is helpless in the asymptote of human thinking, the infinite diminishing
towards zero or the inevitable irreducibility of v—2 or of-the difficulty
of discovering thé Wattness of even a pot: p

Looking at & pot... or thinking of a pot...it was not a

pot, the more he looked, the more he reflected, the more

he felt.sure of that, that it was not a pot at all.

1t resembled a pot, it was almost & pot, but it was not

a pot of which one coald say, pot, pot, and be comforted.
watt, p. 88.)

In the end,-he abandons rationality and systematic language and
descends into a cryptogrammatic non-sense, and inverged, monosyllabic
hysteria. (This dwindling language is also used effectively by Beckett's
prodigy, Harold Pinter. His hero in the Birthday Party is reduced by
the constrictions of conventional society to a shreik. The nonsensge
and wrenched logic of Alice in Wonderland appear as sweet prattle compared
to the reduced savages of Beckett g and Pinter's literary world. )

Although allusive like Joyce, a8 well as a remarkable punster,
Beckett is strongly anti-metaphorical in his work and he uses many
techiniques to destroy metaphor in order to reinforce hig theme of the
anguish of language. He uses non-sequitors, banal cliché, twisted quo-
tations, scanty plot, lack of transitions or sequence, obseasion with
logical. statement and scientific shuffling of data, endless incongrue
ities, equality of all things (The Unnameable is an urm, Watt is a box),
the lack of relationships between the world of phenomenon and language.
He can go on for pages in a dull flat style of trepeated elements with
little permutations, written in a basic English with a strong monosyllabic
stress;

Here he stood, here he sat. Here he knelt, Here he lay. .
Here he moved to an fro, from the door to the window,
from the window to the door, from the window to the door,
from the door to the window; from the fire to the bed,
from the(bad to the fire... Hate)

As Holloy said, in Beckett's earlier novel of that nawe, "Saying is
inventing". But, bf course, nothing is ever invented since nothing can
ever be said. 1n Malone Dies, Malone attempts to "live and invent",
to live through inventing, to try to write others’ stories, in order to
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retreat from himself. Yet he is aware at the very begiming on page one
that the '"need “for prettiness is gone" and the endless fables produce -
only tedium. The Unnameable rises to an intensity of helplessness in

his long perorations in which he identifies himself with everything and -
the words that he uses to describe everything:

I'm in words, made of words, others' words, whst others,
the place too, the air, the wall, the floor, the ceiling,
all words, the whole world is here with me. 1'm the air,
the walls, the walled-in one...where 1 go I find me, leave
me, go toward me, come from me...

In his yearning for a new reality and a new language to describe the
pronoun I he seeks, he reaches into the only language that becomes the
ultimate language of the self, of the words, and of the things--silence.
Through silence, one plerces the lies and obscurities of fiction, and
through fictign, one reaches the truth of silence: "The discourse must
go on. 8o ong invents obscurities, Rhetoric..." Thus, one must discourses
in order to ehd speech. He had wasted his time with the Molloys, the
Murphys, and the Malones, all the fairytales invented, all the metaphors:

No, I mpgt try not to think, simply utter. Method or no .
method,/ 1 shall have to banish them in the end, the beings,
thingsf shapes, sounds and lights in which my haste to
speak/has encumbered this place.

Yet again in panic he begins to invent:

+eel see myself slipping, though not yet at the last
extremity, towards the resorts of fable."

!
‘But he catches himself later:

Dear incomprehension, it's thanks to you I’ll be my~
self in the end. Nothing will remain of all the lies
they have glutted me with.

Almost every line in The Unnameable can be quoted to indicate the
striving towards silence, the search for the me, the anger at the lies
of speech and thought, the desire to be identified with what ig finally
unnameable. 1n Comment C'est, the pitch rises to a scredm, large cap
words convey the intensity of emotion of never discovering HOW 1T i3,
because one mugt always start from the beginning of how it is and was,
in order to discover how it 1s., (In seeking the How, Beckett's hero
has diapensed with the What (of Watt that tried to reach the Nought of
Knott's knot, what not).

In Comment C'est, the language becomes skeletilly minimal aa 1¢ the
words themselves were things in a wordless universe. The novel itself is |
the void as thought reaches backwards and forwards into nothing and silence.
The words are unpunctuated, syntax wrenched, the white spsces breaking
the panting flowing of words, made gracelessly unmetaphorical. Evetyman '
whe is no-man ia one with mud, merde and primordial slime. The novel is
no-novel, diminished and sterilized.

S




. the "analogical" universe (that "sphere from which familiar relationahips

N | 3\
N ‘ ' 20

In his pantomime Act Withiout Words, the no-drema acts as a forlorn
ritual act, and in the frustration of trying to reach out to incorporate
the self;-- fiction, lies, language, metaphor (as a means for man to
exceed himself),~knowledge, meaning and identity are all negated. There
is not even the solace of Krapp who listens to the memory of his past
on tape and who lingers over a favorite word, "spool."

-
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In the overthrow of comforting schemata, art reflects man's whirl- .
pool-existence, As Percy Bridgman says in his "Introduction" to The Way -
Things Are, 1959, “we never get away from ourselves.” We must use proofs
outside of our present cognitive system in order to free ourselves from
the contradictions inherent in our.system, and Yet, he says, '"these new ]
principles arenours, come from us and our associations."” Thus, we are
forever engaging in metaphorical extensions bayond onrselves, in dippling
and ‘transferring meanings from one universe of knowledge to anothar, from’

and terminology are borrowed") to the "conceptual" universe (the universe
"to which they are transférred") in order to create a "meta-universe'
("a comprehensive universe which includes the other two"). It is in this
kind of "sort-crossing," as Gilbert Ryle calls it, that language and
vision emerge as a "root-metaphor" (Stephen Pepper) or "submerged model
(Max Black) of our philosophical constructs. In going outside of tradi-
tional artistic techniques, and aeeking analogies with tha universe of
non~discourse, the world of objects, a metaphorical, synesthetic transfer
is creg;ed.'

one is left with the supreme fiction of an aesthetic. No matter how
obgsessively one knocks at the door of illusion, one is still confronted
with the referential, with an infinite regress from phenomenon. As “
Wallace Stevens said, moving "towards tha Supreme Fiction," in order to .
find the real relationship between word and thing, is to become empty of
content, without Orpheus, angels or myth, without "an evading metaphor."
The essential irony in these apparent contradictions of using fiction to
reach the real and to do it without fictional means is that in the end,
a grand netaphor\gvolves. Even if one uses all the rigor, exactitude, and
flatness of a Gertrude Stein or the frugality, scientific language and
mood of hysteria or\a Samuel Beckett, or the stripped minimal film grammar
of tha avantgarde filmmaker, in order to convey the desire for the Truth
Out There, & metaphor occurs. The creative reader or viewer himself, with
his chain of associatio his responses to the sensed emotions of the
‘artist recognizes a whole hew body of rhetoric.

-

CODA _

Jacobs, Stein and Beckett are only three contemporaries concerned
with the "intolerable wrestle." In my infinitely expandable course on
uodernism, there are manifold directions by which this century's under=
pinninge can be revealed.

Other filmmakers like Brakhage, Frampton, Snow, Cocteau, Deren, can-
be used to explore the elements of fllusionism. Tha New Wave filme are
excellent demonstrations of what Truffaut calls "un &clatement de genres
par un mélange de genres."” s -
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gale Pire by Nabokov, Borges' Ficciones,\V. Woolf's Between the Acts,
James ' The Sacred Fount, any novel by Conrad, the novels of the French
chosistes 1like Robbe=Grillet or Nathalie Sarraute, Pound'’'s Cantos,
Wallace Stevens’ poetry in toto=~the list of books concerned with  with method,
with field theory, with Supreme Fictiona, with thé compulsion toward
naming (the encyclopedia, the bibliographic, the evidential) with the
contrast of sequential time with all-at-once time«={% endless.

I believe I have indicated~that'there are no sread that cannot

. process music, Merce Cunninghams taak-performances, Raphael Ferrer's
conceptualist environments.




1,

2,
3.
4,
5.

6.

FOOTNOTES
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For a more intense investigation of my preliminary remarks, I recom-

mend the following texts:
Methaphor (New Haven:
Rage for Chaos (New York:

Colin Murray Turbayne's The Myth of

Yale U, Press), 1962; Morse Peckham;s Man's

Chilton Books), 1965; and Northrop

Frye's Anatomy of Criticism (New Jersey: Princeton U. Press), 1957.
cf. Rudolf Arnheim, Visual Thinking (U, of Cal, Press), 1971.
P, Adams Sitney, "Arguing About Film," Performsnce 1, 1971, p. 139.
Stan Brakhage, Caterpillar 11, 13, 15/16, 1970,

Erwin Panofsky, "Style and Medium in the Moving Pict. es,” Film:
Anthology, ed. Daniel Talbot (U, of Cal, Press), 1969. ..

An

e.g. Julian E. Hockberg, Perception, (New Jersey, Prentice-Hall), 1964,
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THE FRAME-UP: ON DIVORCING A FILM FROM ITS CONTEXT .

John Powers ’
Oberlin College

"Chess"
1

In their serious corner, the players
move the gradual pieces. The board
detaing them unt{il dawn in its hard
compass: the hatred of two colors.

In the game, the forms give off a severe
magic: Homeric cagstle, gay .

knight, wsrlike queen, king solitary,
oblique bishop, and pawns at war.

Finally, when the players have gone in,
and when time has eventually consumed them,
gsurely the rites will not be done.

In the east, this war has taken fire.
Today, the whole earth is its provenance.
Like that other, this game {8 for ever.

I1

Tenuous king, slant bishop, bitter queen,
straightforward castle and crafty pawn--

over the checkered black and white terrain
‘they geek out and enjoin their armed campaign.

They do not realize the dominant

hand of the player rules their destiny.

They do not know an adamantine fate

governs their choices and controls their journey.

The player, too, is captive of caprice
{the sentence is Omar’s) on another ground
crisscrossed with black nights and‘white days.

Godmoves the playér, he, in turn, the piece.

But what god beyond God begins the round
of dust and time and dream and agonies?.

~~Jorge Luils Borges
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Borges' poem is propelled by a rapid shifting of contexts. Just
as pieces on the chessboard are govérned by the hand of the player, the
player is, in turn, movéd by the hand of an Other: 'God’, The poem ends
with a question: Does 'God’', too, have an Other? If so, who (or what)

ig that Other? Where does the expansion of context stop? The pleces,

the players, the 'Gods' may all feel an autonomy, yet all are constrained -
in their actions by a greater context. Only within the 'rules’ of their
contexts can piece, player or God act. Borges tells us, “This game ’

ie for ever."

"Chess" can be 'read' as a metaphor for the multiplicity of human
contexts, eack context (or code) having A constitutive power over the
messsges within 1t. The poem, from this viewpoint, is a Teaction against
8 reductionist epistemology which reifies discourse sbout behavior on
one level, while ignoring the constitutive power of context in that be-
havior. Such a reification, Borges seems to say, is tantasount to thinking

that chees pieces move themselves. -

The reification that Borges challenges can be found in the current
approach to the study of film. There is a prevailing orientation to-
ward viewing f£ilm as an autonomous object, divorced from any relation to,
the non-filmic world.:l On the one hand, thie orientation tends to grant
an almost myatical power to film, while denying, on the other hand,
film's actual functioning as a message in s discourse. The reduction of
discourse in film study at the level of " text-oblect 18 quite easily
exemplified: -

Citizen Kane 1s§§he first motion picture tﬁ show a ceiling.
8 1/2 does not haye a central unifying principle.
Little ifurder 4s only f lmed theatre, pot actual cinema.

Smiles of & Summer Night makes the viewer feel both joy and
S0rIoV, , _

H
While each of these examples represents a different facet of current film
study, all view £ilm as an autonomous_object; all confine themselves to

an intra-referential wrold of cinema.

The contemporary tendency toward divorcing film from its contexta
can be compared to--and, to a greiat degree, is a preduct of--post-Cartesian -
epistenology 88 manifested in traditional modes of thought in literary

~criticism. Thus, we have Northrop Frye circumscribing a Yigame preserve”

of 1iteérature (1957 10), Tzvetan Todorov concerning himgelf with the
"lavs of 1iterary structure’ (1969; 9), and the New Critics attempting to
find purely formal criteria for the evaluation of literary texts. Each
of these approaches have an affinity with the examples from film study
presented above.

In the study of literature and film We can eense & deeire to ‘frame’
the text (s), to divorce text from non-text, to igolate the text as an
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analyzable gbjgct. 1t is the arbitrary, binary opposition of text/non~text
(the 'frame' being the metaphorical slash between the two terms), as
employed by the traditional ideology, that this essay seeks to reject.

This essay will argue that the prevailing concern with the filmic
text as an object is potentiallly oppressive (to both society and the
individual), and that film study should focus its attention upon film as
it functions as a message within a systemic discourse. Such a re-orien-
tation would not ignore the study of the individual filmic text, but
would incorporate such study into a metacommunicative approach to the
study of film,

The *strategy' of this essay is three~fold: -
(1) to describe the epistemological basis of this essay, .
(2) to consider film as a message in systemic discourse,

l

(3} to discuss the potential oppressiveness of the current
objectifying approach toward film. °

1. The Ecosystemic liodel

Before it will be possible to discuss the relationsip between film
and its systemic contexts; we must first describe the model upon which our
dispussion constructed. It is necessary to explicate several concepts '
from the General Theory of Systems (as proposed by Vén Bertalanffy) and
thelr subsequent application-—and enhancement~~in a communicational per-
spettive toward behavior.? In this essay, we will employ a particular
co icational system as a priveleged wetaphor: the natural ecosystem.

Thus, we shall first present the conceptual model emplowed in this
essay:; then, in the next section, we will attempt to show filv 8 place
within our schems.

Finally, it must be noted that the model employed does not claim to
be an accurate description of ‘the way things are'; it 13 geen as a
ugeful digitalization of an analog continuum,

a) Open systems and conmunication

A system may be defined as‘''s set of units with relationships among
them" (iller, 1965; 68). Employing this definition, we view the natural
ecosystem as the moat inclusive earthly system. Further, we must conceive
of all such systems as composed of both elements and relationshibs. .

Each system can be divided into sub-systems, as Hall and Fagen. have
noted (1956; 20). | The species man-and-womankind is seen as a sub-system
of the natural ecosystem; it functions within the context of the ecosystem.
it must be emphasized that the discernment of sub-systems does not imply
a 'break’ between sub-systems=-or between sub-system and system--but is
only a particular punctustion of discourse. .

LR
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Within our model, systems may be classified as ‘Open or 'closed'.5
What types of systems are considered ‘open'? '"Organic systems are Open,
meaning they exchange materials, energies or informstion with their
enviconments (Hall and Pagen, 1956; 23)." Such exchanges can be termed

‘communication'. All behavior, therefore, ia commnication. Opeén systens
are in cqnstant dialectical interplay with their environments. Man~ )
and-womankind (as a specics) and men~and-women (as skin-bound individuals)
are seen as opén systems in constant exchange with their environment
(ooth aocial and biological).

Hhile most of us are familiar with the terms ’'matter’ and ’energy’,
a definition of ’'information' is necessary, as the term i¢ employed
differently in our model than in day-to-day speech. Information can be
‘geen as a quantitative measure of organization, pattern or complexity..
In short, ic%ormation is negeatropy, since it increase organization. -

Ap gtated earlier, all oﬁ%n systems are in constant commnication
with their environments. The environment for any organism--or .any -
larger sub-system (such as mankind)--cen be defined as "the get of.all
objects [and we should add, here, 'relationships’] a change in whose
attributes affects the system and also thcse objects [relationships}] whose
* attributes are changed by the bochavior of the system” (Hall and Fagen,
1956, 20). As always, the distinction between organism and enviroament
19 a question of punctuation, of where one draws the line.

At this point, some diverse example of man-and-womankind comnunicating
with its environment can clarify cqr notion of communication:

(1) the pollution of vaterways

(2) gift giving practices (as obSerVed oy Marcell Mauss,
for examzie)

(3 varbus discourae

t4) the face of lreta Garbo projected on~a screen before an
audience in a theatre.

4 .

In each case, there is communication. The first eremﬁle is an exchange of
matter-energy (at very likely information), while the second through
fourth are primarily cxchaagrs. of :aformation (leading to 'work').

411 information (such as the gift, the wozrd, the image of Garbo) is
carried by markera (a term coined by von Neumsnn): bundles of matter-energy
encoded with {nformation. The marker, them, conveys information between
elements of a system and their envirbOnments.

b) Goal-secking and adaptivity ' .

Ali open systems are goal-seeking and adaptive. One can discerrt
three types of goals: (1) instant gratification, (2) survival of the
-~ individual, and (3) survival of the entire system. Within the natural
~ e . __ecogystem, the third goal is of the higliest order. As Gregory Batescn
observes: '"The unit of gurvival 1s organism plus environmen'. We are
learning by bitter experience that the organism which destroys its

447 - ‘ .

/




227

environsent destroys itself (1972; 483)." Thus, we could say that the.
highest priority of any goal-seeking system is continued geeking.

Open systems adapt in order to survive (to kKeep seeking). Three
types of adaptivity sre of particular interest‘ homeostaeis, homeorhesis,
and morphogenesis,

Homeostasis can be defined as the maintenance of a8 steady state, an
equilibrium, through time. Homeostatic adaptation allows the system to
remain the same. In the political sphere, some conservatism can be said
to have homeostasis a5 a model: “The Constitution says we have the right
to bear arms. Let's keep it that way.”

Homeorhesis, probably the most r- :valent type of acaptation, is
diachronic, unlike homeosgtasis: Ti . d4s change over time. Homeorhetic
change {(examples include physical g .+th, learning; etc.) is change which
18 constrained by the code of the & stem. All adaptation is constrained by

‘the 'rules of the game'; the mWessages change, but the code remains the
same. Just as conservatism desires homeostasis, liberalism desires
homeorhetic change: ‘“Sure we're destroying the ecosystem, suppressing
womep, blacks and the Third World, but if we work through the proper

- chennels (the code) we will be able to solve these problems (change the

messages)." The liberal affirms the necessi:y of changing the message
vhile enying the possibility or validity of changing the code.

TZ homecrhetic growth becomes runaway growth, the system, in its
attempus to survive, will either sekf-destruct or leap te 8 higher level
of complexity. This leap, a code~changing adaptation, is termed morpho=
genesis; it bears strong resemblance to,the Hegelian Aufhebung. The
structure of the system (the code) is changed by the events (messages)
within it. Using our poliiical metaphor, it the radical who advocates
morphogenetic change.. It is worth emphasizinéi:gat the morphogenetic
.change (the Event) is not predictable. As in
of mutation which 'takes'.

etics, it is a8 form

The limitations of the chess metaphor introduced earlier are clearly
shown i{f we attempt to apply it to the three types of adaptivity we have
censidered. If applied to chess, homeostasis would mean that every game
would be the same. Homeorhesis would allow for learning chess {even for
possessing chess genius a la Bobby Fischer or Dr. Emmanuel Lasker), but
only within the 'rules of the game'. In chesg {and in Borges' concep-
tualization of it) there is no chance for norphogenesis, no changing the
rules. For this reason, the chess metaphor is insufficient to present
the notion of context developed in this essay.

o symmarize: Systemws are principally concerned with survival:
The goal they seek is the s.:king of their goal. We have seen three
forj;}of adaptation which help the system to survive.

e
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AN c) Constraint and meaning

Behavior in-~and of-—an open system is constrained, not simply
caused. Traditional mechanistic models {such as Newton's) harre utilized
a notion of linear sality: I event p occurs, them q will follow,
because of event p. -sych a wodel, for each action p there is only ]
one possible q. In an open system, behavior is 'chosen' (not necesaarily
'willed') from a se: of options defined by the context. For each p there
may be a seriea of q's.

The principle of equifinality (Watzlawick, Jackson and Beavin,

1967; 127-8) states that from any given point p, a get of behaviors
(constrained by the context) is possible, and conversely, from any number
of points arrival at the same point p is possible. Thus, from any given
point p, there is a multiplicity of possible q's. And if a morphogenetic
change occurs, it is possible that the whole notion of p's and q's could

, be radically restructured. The concepts of morphogenesis and equifinality

’ affirm the lack of predictability (on the level of both code and message)
that ia characteristic of the behavior of an open system. Man-andwwomankind
do not act causally, but by 'choice’.

When employing a concept of constraints rather than causes, we
are forced to re-evaluate the traditional notion of signification, the
belief in the communisl granting of factuality to a message or code.
// The world of signification is a world of facts. From our perspective,

thie notions of signification and facts must be rejected. Bateson states
our position quite succinctly: "There are, in a sense, no facts in
nature; or if.you like, there are an infinite number of_ potential facts

in nerure [my emphasis}] (1972: 481)." The world of information is not
a domain of facrs, but a domain-of difference.

The ecosystemic model emphasizes-the role of context in gselecting
certain differences as more important than other differences. Using
this emphasis as a stepping-stone, we can define ‘meaning' (different
from signification): the marking for future use of information by a
context. Wherecas signification implies a factuality in all contexts,
'meaning' is a function of a specific context.

Because of the multiplicity of contexts--and the constant communi~
cation between elements of a system--each 'bit' of information assumes
a multivalent 'meaning’ in relation to the systemic whole. Freud termed
such multivalence 'ovetdetermination'. «!Overdetermination’ of infor-
mation implies that information is meaning '~less without a context;
yet, depending upon the con:ex:. this meaning -less information gains
a multiplicity of ‘meanings'. Context valorizes information.

Donald Barthelwe's balloon {from a short s:bry of the same name:
“The Balloon™) car serve as a metaphor for & 'bit‘\gs information. One
night a huge balloon was inflated, and by moruning hovered over New York
City: - "The balloon then covered forty-five blocks nhgth*south and an
irregular area east-west, a9 many as 8ix crosstown blocks on either side
of the Avenue in some places." Although an inflated, a%most amorphous,

A\,
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blob of rubber, the balloon was given many 'meanings' depending upon

the context which viewed it. Some people termed it 'interesting’
(iavalidating it); others jumped and frolicked upon it; still another
thought it an imposter for the aky ("The big ballcon sullied the otherwise
clear and radiant Manhattan eky.'); some considered it ’'art’' and

criticized it formally ('conservative eclecticism that has go far governed
modern balloon design”; "has unity been sacrificed for a sprawling quality?").
At the end of the story we learn that the br'.loon had a specific ’meaning’
for the man who inflated it: "The balloon, 1 eaid, is a spontaneous auto-
biographical disclosure, havigg to do with the unease I felt at your absence
and with gexual deprivation.” .

Each bit of information 16 twuch like the balloon in Barthelme’s story.
Both are dependent upon their coutext to give them 'meaning’. Western
thought has traditionally utilized the premise that information signifies
univocslly. Rather than viewing information as a message in systemic
communication (exchange), it has reified discourse at the level of isolatable
facts. For such an epistemology, the coucern is with the gift, not with the
relationships in the act of giving. It affirms an Imaginary diecourse.
The concept of overdetermined information 'fitting' a context, ‘ac a defi-
nition of meaning necessitates a re-orientation of our thinkin® towarda
consideration of context.

d)Paradox and human communication

"Logic £ills the world: the limits of the world are
also its limits. ) '
Ve cannot therefore say in logic: Thie and this there
is in the world, that there is not.

For that would appareutly presuppose that we exclude
certain possibilities, and this cannot be the case since
otherwise logic must outside the limits of the world:
that ie, 1f it could coneider these limits from the
other side also. :

==Ludwig Wittgenstein

. - A3l human communication is paradoxical. As Wittgenstein argues in the
quotation above, one can only talk about a totality from outside of it; if,
however, one fs part of the totality about which he ir speaking, to step
outoide of it would be to make it no longer a totality.

Godel made much the game poitt in his argument about the formal
undecidability of mathematical proors. He demonstrated that from within
any formal syetem one could construct a sentence that wae (1) valid within
the 'rules’ of the system, and (2) that was unrpovable within the 'rules’.
Only by incorporating the sentence into the rules of the system can the
paradox be transcended: Only a metacommunication about the system can
resolve the paradox. But this metacommunication, too, will yield a
Godelian entence.

Human discourse is thus a series of syetems, paradoxes within the - \
system, metacomounication about the system, paradox within the meta-
communication, and so on. It is the glosure of discourse (as in a
schizophrenic family, or a game of chess) which reifies discouree at a
paradoxical level.

Ix.
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Paradoxes are generated by the digitalization of an analog continuum.
It is impossible for any digital system ever to completely represent an
analog continuum,, ‘gaps' will always remain. These gaps are the vety
heart of paradox in human communication. '
1

To briefly summarize: Han-and-womankind is a goal-seeking, adaptive
subsystem of the natural ecosystem. We are an open system in constant
communication with ocur environment {both natural and cultural to employ
Levi~Strauss' distinetion). The individual human organism, too, is a
subsystem in constant communication with its eavironment. Men and
women, collectively and individually, function Within a larger systemic
context.

11, Film: A Message in a Discourse

The £ilm {8 a marker in the communicational process known a human
discourse. It is a mediator between subjects. lien and women commpnicate
through £ilm; the film is merely a system of communication. It is a highly
complex system, invclving analog and digital modes of communicatioa.
Christian Metz has discerned five basic cinematic codes (in the classical
bourgeois narrative £ilm alone): image, written words, spoken words,
musical soundtrack and noise (1972;6). These five basic codes--multiplied
almost infinitely by possible permutations and combinations thereof--combine
to make film a system of communication with perhaps more information-bearing
potential than any other medium.

As a message in the discourse of man-and-womankind, film is inextricably
bound to the relationships of the natural ecosystem and man-and womanind's
participation in it. Film relates to its context on every lavel. Thus,
film is necessarily linked to ecology, politics, economics, psychology
and sexuality.

It is important to consider briefly filmic communication as it
relates to the model proposed in the first section. The communication
between person and person, or man-and-womankind through £ilm occurs on
both conscious and uncenscious levels. Although much communication is
perceived consciously, a vast amount of communication is unconscious.
Fven if unnoticed, unconscious communication occurs. The current, “I've
got to see it to believe it" attitude toward the concept of unconscious
commumication does not mitigate the affects of such communication; it
mnerely obscures them.

Like all information, the filmic message does not signify univocally.
This is for two recasons. First, the film does not have the same 'meaning'
in all contexts. Human coutexts are composed of numerous personal, cultural
and biological codes, whosc messages are manifested in human organisms
and societies., Human contexts are almost infinitely diversz. Stated
simply, the filmic message can be placed in an almost infinite numberof
contexts. Yet, the issue is still more complex, for £ilm, too, is the
manifestation of a variety of codes it bears an overdetermined message.

o
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It 13 the dialectical relationship between the codes and mesaagea of film
and the codes and messages of almost infinite contexts which shapea the
'meanings' of film. Thus, the variety of '‘meanings’ of film are as

~ limitleas as its potential contexts.

An example might prove fruitful. Jorge Sanjines' Blood of the Condor.
a Bolivian film proteating the forced aterilization of Indian p peasanta by
‘Peace Corpa workera, raised such a hue and cry against the Peace Corpa that
they were asked to leave Bolivia. A leading Bolivian Newspaper wrote:
"The Blood of the Condor shows with expressive quality to what degree we
shall not let curselvea be treated as laboratory rats (Presencia, 1969)."
The £ilm had a clear political ’meaning’ for the people of Bolivia. When
the aame f£1lm was shown in a radically different context, to studente at
Oberlin College, it was viewed with what could be deacribed as bemused
condeacension (although with admitted reapect for the film's technique),
Within two different contexts, the ’meaning’ of the message differed.

" The filmic message doea not signify univocally for a second reason:
.Even within the gsame context & film ¢an hav more than one 'meaning'.’
_ Given the multiplicity of codes and messages in both a aingle film and
a gingle context, communication occurs on numerous different levels. Since
all human behavior is governed by constraints (not causee), the precedence
given to any particular level ggggg_ be predicted in any detes inate
fashion. An open system can 'choose’ to give a £film a ’meaning' from a
set of options. The f£ilm can be ’marked’ for future use in many waya.

Film, from our perapective, i1s a context-bound mesaage in systemic
diacourae, It 1s the relationahip betweean the filmic measage and ita
context that we cong{der primary. Once film has been isolated from its
context it becomes a 'meaning’~leas mediator between hidden subjects.

I11. 'The Frame-Up: Objectivity and Oppresaion

It is astoniahing that almoat tvo hundred yeara, after Kant's
‘self-proclaimed Copernican Revolution in philoaophy (1929; 22), that
film scholara are still utilizing the premise that our knowledge of texta
conform to the texts themselves. In an attempt to make their knowledge
conform to their object of study (the film), scholars and students are
aupposed to view the filmic text as an autonomoua object, so that it can
be viewed objectively. Although such ’objective’ knowledge ia thought to
be 'Truth’ in western society, it ia in reality only the punctuation of
discourse of a particular ideology. Such & viewpoint can be indicted
for imposing closure upun diacourse about f£ilwm.

Current film study wants to 'know’ what the film sigrifies. In its
attenpts to gain this knowledge of aignification, it haa adopted an
empirical-analytical method for examining filmic texta: It ’frames’ the
text{a), freezes it in time, divorces it from all context, and then claims
the neutrality of the observer.




232

L

Two major objections to this viewpoint are réised in this section:
(1) the concept of 'objective meaning' rests upon a misunderstanding of

communication, 2rg (2) the 'objectivist®' viewpoint is oppressive to both
gociety and individual.

The 'objective' approach to filmic texts divorces the film from its
context in order to know what the. text signifies. Such a divotce ignores
the constitutive role of context in shaping the 'meaning’ of any f£ilm: As
stated earlier, we live in a world of 'meaning’, not signification. Since
'meaning’ igs a function of context 'marking' overdetermined information
for use, 'meaning’ does nCt inhere within the text; but is the product of
a communicational process that conforms to the laws of the trace. In a
world of signification, chairs exist only to be gat upon. In a world of
‘meaning’, however, the way a chair is 'marked’'.for use is a function of
the chair in relation to the context.

Roland Barthes, for one, reco%nizes the constitutive role of context
in giving literature and f£ilm its 'meaiings', and he relishes it:: He claims.
that the viewing subject necessarily deforms all texts, necessarily im-
plants metaphors, necessarily shapes the text to his or her own purpose.
‘Je nomme, je denomme, je renomme,' is Barthes' simple formulation
(1963; 17). 1In our terms, we could say that the context 're-writes' the
text in giving it a 'meaning!. The process of fitting is a systematic
deformation and regeneration of the text.

The igsolation of text from context represents a fundamental misun-
derstanding of communication, and in particular, human discourse. Film
has traditionally been viewed as an isolated signifying system (witness
most £ilwm semiotics) rather than as a messdge in a discourse {(an exchangé
of information). By neglecting tne concept of communication 88 exchange,
by not distinguishing between message and code, current £ilm study has
left itself with an untenable notion of transcendental, inherent signifi-
cation; context has been ignored.

Although ‘meaning' does not inhere witiiin' a text, the approach to
film using such a premise has flourished. The potential dangers of such
an approach are considerable. 1t is the voice of an oppressive Other
that issues the command to ‘view the text without its context'.

Any approach to film that punctuates its discourse at the level of
the text {(a non-contextual view) seeks to remove both text and observer '
from time and space, from the material world. Such an approach is a tacit .~
acceptance of the prevailing context. Within the code of film study, o
the only change advocated is homeorhetic: ’Learn all you wish about
film, but don't try to relate it to anything else''. One is allowed much
knowledge of £ilm and little knowledge of anything else. Such a code, with
its emphasis on 'keeping to the world of film' is a vote of confidence for
the prevailing ideolopy, urging the viewer to ignore the ideology.

The viewer is urged to devote a lifetime of work in an empty search
for an illusory signification. Ifeanwhile. . . the actual 'fitting' for
use occurs outside the viewer's field of enquiry. The viewer can become
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tie victim of communication! The context becomes tha master, the ruling
code, while the viewer becomes the 8lave, a 'spoken' message searching
for ceilings in Citizen Kane. A scholar in Nazi Germany could have done
a detailed formal analysis of Leni Reifenstahl's Triumph of the Will,
searching for its intrarefarential signification; but if he ignored its
context ‘~and his relation to its context--all the time he wrote of themes
and mise-en-scene, 1its 'meaning’ could have been created for kim by the
hidden context. )

Anthony Wilden has written, "Whoever defines the context or the
code has control, . . and all answers which accept that context abdicate
the possibility of redefining it (Koch, 1971: 1)." Insofar as current
film study has divorced film from its context, it has accepted the
prevailing context; by its institutionalization of an ideology it has
enhanced the power of the code., Equally as bad, it has invalidated

" approaches to film which would ralata the filmic messages to their code,

which would act as 'noise’ within the system, Film study is an accomplice
in the oppression-—and repression (in the strict Freudian sense of
Vernazaung)~-of the natural ecosystem, the Third World, racial minorities,
and women, Rather than using film as a tool film study 'speaks’ a

familiar message: ‘Let them watch films,"”




FOOTNOTES

1Merely glancing at any course catalqgue from any graduate achool
in cinema studies would guffice to document this point.

2The example of Smiles of a Summer N. ht would, on the first faceﬂ
seem to belie this claim. It . appears that the suthor 6f this statement:
is concerned with audience response (has expanded his context beyond
the text)., But if we examine the example closely, we can discern that .
it posits a universal response (Shades of the.'objective correlative!)
to the film. Individual response is not considered, nor is any specific
context; the affective pover of the film is claimed to inhere within the
film itself. Thus, this example confines itself to the world of f£ilm.

%Althoush the communicational perspective adopted--and endorsed--
by this essay is coming ever more to the public eye, Christiap Koch must
be specifically cited for his applications of an ecosys ‘' perspective
to media-—and in particular, filw--studies. Much of th . cssay is derived
from an approach to film first prosented to me by Mr. Koch in conversation
and in the essay cited in the "References' section.

The terms ‘digital communication' and 'analog communication' are .
drawn from the two types of computers (of the same names). The digital
computer uses discrete quantities and discontinuous measures. That is,
given a continuum, the digital computer will precisely identify roints
along the continuum, but will leave 'gaps’ between the points. Such a -
computer works with arbitrarily imposed units which represent other units.
A primitive example of such a computer might be the abacus.

1n contrast, the analog computer works by way of analogy to that
vhich 1t represents. It, thus, is a continuous computer: it does not
leave 'gaps’. The analog computer presents the continuum that the digital
computer breaks up. The ruler is a simple example of an analog computer.

In the realm of communication, the term 'digital’ usually applies
to verbal language {(or other arbitrary signifying systems) vhile the term
'analog' applies to such phenomena as voice inflection, images, gestures,
etc., and to the context in which commumication occurs. Human communication
can be seen as a combination of digital and analog commmication.

Since in this essay we are describing a continuous system {the natural
ecosystem) from a digital perspective, dividing the system into discrete
elements. In that sense, we don't claim to be describing ’how things
really are', but only a useful model for thinking about ‘how things are’.

A useful description of digital and analog communication can be
found in Watzlawick, Jackson and Beavin (1967; 60-67).

_ 5As closed systems are only applicable to inorganic syscems, they
have not been considered in this essay.

6T‘ne story can be found in Barthelme's Unspeakable Practices,
Unnatural Acts (llew York: Bantam Books, 1968) pp. 13-21.
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FILM AND VISUAL PERCEPTION
or A CESTALT INTERPRETATION OF SILENT COMEDY

Elizabeth Rodes .
Sarah Lawrence College \ -

Billed as '"the most interesting and amusing invention of modern timea,
the movies were given their ifirst public showing November lat, 18953, in
Berlin. The content of these first film strips was insignificant: dancing,
boxing, gymnastics; but the pictures moved. As Panofsky said, 'the pri-
mordial basis for the enjoyment of moving pictures lay in . . . the sheer
delight in the fact that things seemed to move, no watter what things they
were.' .

Much has been written of the relation between film and ot.he!r art forms.,
Film aa a visual art, film as theatre, film & music, film as dange. Like
the visual arts, the cinema usea images. Like theatre, the cineha involves
drama. Like music, the cinema uses rhythm. Like dance, the cinema conveys
motion. This last aspect, the motion, is the essential feature of the
cinema, as its names indicate: motion picture, movies, moving picturea.
Yet motion in the movies is so often taken for granted by film critics and
theoriats, that the impiicationa of this quality are overlooked. Motion
as a quality of the movies is ignored because motion is auch an integral
part of the content of the film. In a movie, when &8 man walks out of a
room, the motion on the screen conveys precisely that and nothing more.
Yet, in the history of film, such literal use of motion has not always
been the case. Nor need it be in the tuture. Motion, as a quality of the
movies, has been used and can be used stylistically to extend the content
of the image.

Ever at the simplest level, the screen demands conceasions to the
compoaition of motion. As every film student learns, usually the hard way,
motion within the frame is crucial to the information one wants to convey.
This is particularly true in the basic rule of waintaining direction of
movement on the screen. The camera angle must be chosen, not according to
the "reality,” but to sustain the direction of the motion from frame to
frame. In a chase acene, for example, the two moving forms, the’'pursued
and the pursuer, must always be presented as moving in the same direction
in relation to the frame and as moving with comparable speeds. If the pur-
suer travels at the same speed or slightly faster than the pursued. a
chase i3 effectively depicte If the first form is seen to move signi«
ficantly faster than the other) the impression ia destroyed. In fact, it
is not even necessary that tne forms be shown in the same shot, as long
ag the direction and speed of the'motiona are relative to each other. -

In The General, Keaton elaborates on this scheme. The North is repre-
sented to the left of the screen, the South to the right. In his efforts
to recapture a stolen train, all motion is from right to left. As the
Western viewer, in reading, scans the page frcm left to right, the reverse
motton suggests struggle or opposition. In Keaton's triumphant return to
Georgla, the movement is the more natural one, left to right, as befits
his success. N
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Not only does a motion series intensify the story line, but it can
work on one’s consciousness in defiance of the content. The ride of the
Clansmen in The Birth of a Nation presents a contradiction for the modern
viewer. Objectively, the viewer is not sympathetic to the Clan, but the
moving images form such a powerful configurztion that he is emotionally
.swept up in the Clan's success. The movies can thus affect the viewer
above and beyond any objective content. And in the case of this particu-
lar film, perhapa it was this power and its use that led to threats of
censorship upon its release.

The dynamics of a motion series can transform an otherwise impersonal

. event into a highly emotional one. An explanation sometimes given for
this power of film as a medium'has been the viewer identifies with the
characters on the screen. Yet, in Potemkin, there are no such characters
for the viewer to identify with. The Lero of the revolution 1is the ]
“people.” This fact does not, however, prevent Eisenstein from making an o 1
impassioned f£ilm. The efficacy of the Odessa Steps scene does not lie in
the visualization of violence. Movies today frequently show more realistic
bloodshed without evoking the emotional impact Eisenstein achieved. The
power of the Odessa Steps lies in its configuration of motion. The motion
of confrontation, of chaos, and of disaster.

Perhaps it geems to obvious to mention that motion carriea emotienal
content. Yet, movement on the screen is not necessarily composed so as
to convey that meaning. The dynamics of an evant are not directly given
in a scene, but must be selected and constructed to convey the meaning
intended. The flat surface of the screen demands a visual translation of
the real event, A fise fight, in 3-D, effectively manifests the action.
On the two-dimensional screen, however, it is necessary to break the
action into lines of force: a close=up of the blow, a wider shot of the
reaction. In such a manner, the viewer experiences, in hia perception,
the dynamics of the confrontation. The direction of motion in the two
shots 18 similar, but the switch from close=up to wide slict involves the
eye 1n the experience nf the impact.

The relationships between moving forms are heightened by the reduc-
tion of the image (o the single plane. The beauty of the Oceana Roll
scene in The Gold Rush lies in the successful illusion that the forke and
rolls form Chaplin'a legs. Such an effect would be destroyed in three
dimensions.

The cogency of a ~otion series 1s more easily seen when the movement

on the screen 1s in confliit with the content. In.the gun battles of The

- ¥ild Bunch, the visual configuration ia lyrical: the motion ia choreo-
graphed from one shot to the next. The content is violence: bodies set
in motion by punfire. Th reality of the bloodahed 18 juxteposed against
the harmony in the motion itaelf and the effect is overwielming. The
viewer aimultaneously experiences the horror of the content and the beauty
of the form. /1he incompatibility is profoundly effuctive.

That one is affected by such a scene on two levels presupposes that
perception functions independently of cognition. Cognition 1is based on
memory, ‘past experience, knowledge. Cognitively, the viewer experiences
the bloodshed. Perceptually, he experiences the melodic overtones in the
linea of motion.

!;BJ!;‘ - 42:;8
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In perception, the srrsy of light thst resches the retins is spon-
tsneously orgsnized into coherent forms. The processes or orgsnizstion
provide informstion sbout the enviromment thst is not directly given in
the retinal stimulstion. On the retina, an object ten feet away is half
the size of the gsme object five feet away. A white sheet of psper, under
low illuminstion, 1s perceived ss white; s blsck sheet of paper, in bright
sunlight, 1s seen ss black. Measured by s light meter, however, the white
paper 1s dsrker than the blsck one.

Perceptual organizstion spontsneously processes information, not
from thé retinsl image itself, but from the relations given in that srrsy.
Size is perceived consistently snd correctly, not ss it is given in the
retins, but in the relation between retinal size and apparent distance.
Brightness is perceived, not as objective illumination, but in the relation
of one sres in the visual array to another. It is important to realize
thst this 1s in no wsy s conscious calculstion, but an immediste orgsni-
zation of the stimulus. -

Many of these perceptusl processes have been observed in infants at
such an esrly sge thst it is unlikely these processes developed through
learning. Furthemore, the consistency snd lawfulness of such processes
would suggest thst, to some degree, they sre innate. If perception merely
developed. sccording to one's experience with .the environment, there should
be great vsriation in perceptusl response snd this is not the csse.

It hsppens, fortunstely, that one's

- . perception ususlly coincides with one's
knowledes, Perceived size coincides with
known size. In the opticsl illuaions, O \

however, perception functions in spite of

cognition. One perceives the lines of the '
Mueller-Lyer Illusion as having different <_>
lengths and the process of messuring them

in no way sffects the percept. They sre
still seen as being of different lengths. -

Spontsneous orgsnizstion occurs in sudition ss well ss viaion,
Objectively, the metronome produces sounds of equal intensity and pitch
st equsl time intervsls and yet one csn never perceive them as such.
Instesd, one hesrs the sounds ss somehow different snd as orgsnized in s
psttern. The psttern may, in the course of listening, vary, but the reslty
of identical sounds in equsl intervals is never perceived. Thst one may
hsve the knowledge in mind in no way sffects the percept.

Similsrly, moving forms sre perceived, not as sepsrate entities, but
as orgsnized in relations. Motion series hasve quslities that provide the
viewer with information that 1s on an entirely different level than the
objective content of the moving forms. Simple geometric forms at rest,
circles snd trisngles for exsmple, offer no more info;mation than size snd
shspe. In motion ss Fritz Heider and Marianne Simmel” investigated, these
shapes sssume qualities fsr more complex. Depending on the movement re-
Istions between the forms, sn entire spectrum of emotion and motivation is

-
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perceived. Two forms woving simultaneously in various directions are
perceived as dancing or playing. If one form slightly precedes the other,
the entire configuration changes and is seen as a chase. Aggression is
perceived if the speed is increased and the second form moves upon con-
tact with the first, As it is nearly impossible to describe such a motion
series in mechanical terms, it 1s not surprising that the subjects in the
experiment gave physiognomic descriptionms of the motion series. What is
significant, however, is the similarity in the responses of different
observers to a specific configuration.

It seems probable to assume that accurate perception of meaning in a
motion series has been useful in man's evolution. Certainly, differenmt-
iation between an aggressive action and an amicable one is crucial to
survival, The appropriate response to a situation depends on an accurate
perception of it, That one distinguishes action perceptually, not cogni-
tively, explains the consistency of response.

Even in the first weeks of life, a visual configuration of, motion
carries meaning. T, G, H, Bower recently demonstrated that infants only
two weeks old exhibit defensive behavior when shown the 1mage of a rapidly
approaching object. "In our culture it is umlikely that an infant less
than 'tWwo weeks old has been hit in the face by an approaching object, so
that pone of the infants in this study could have been exposed to situ- :
ations where they could -have learned to fear an approaching object and {
expect it to have tactile qualities,'’ ] \

Not only can the range of emotion from sympathy to hostility depend
on perception of a motion series, causality, as well, is a perceptual
phenomenon. It is conceivable that c¢ne realizes a knife slices bread
because past experience has demonstrated that a knif:z performs this
function. Albert Michotte, however, has shown that the impression of
causality 2cocurs in the absence of such cogni.ive cues and with such
specificity and consistency as to indicate its basis in perceptual organ-
ization. Using moving squares, Michotte has determined the exact time and
distance relations necessary to invoke the impression that one square
causes another to move., As R, C. Qldfield said in the foreword to Michotte's
book :

“

Ve do not see one billiard ball cause another to move
either because we intuitively apprehend a fact of nature,
or because past experience leads us to see the event in this
fashion, but because the spatic-temporal organization is
such that it directly unleashes this imnression in us.?

In so far as film is a Vvisual art, the film experiences involves the .
laws of perceptual organization. In narrative films, the perceptual
configurations tend to coincide with the content. In visual comedy, the
perceptual configuration often conflicts with the viewer's experience and
with the content given in the film itself.. Not only is causality perceived
in the absence of cognitive cues, as Michotte has shown, but the impression
of causality occurs despite cognitive cues to the contrary.

FAINY
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At a recent film screening, the audience exhibited such a perception
of impossible causality. Just as the hero on the screen touched his
lover's breasts, the aisle lights in the auditorium went on. e audience
reacted with a brust of laughter. Perceptually, they experienced a
casual relationship betwean the event on the screen an’ ‘4 turning on

of th: lights. Cognitively, they knew the casual relation was impossible.
Laughter resolved the conflict. '
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In fact, much of silent comedy derives from such a disjunction of
perception and cognition. In Arthur Koestler's explanstion of comedy,
he states: |

The' sudden bisociation of an idca or an event with two
habitually incompatible matrices will produce & comic effect,
provided the narragive « « » carries‘the right kind of
emotional tension. -

Visual comedy works on the sane prindiple; but in reverse. The comic
effect derives from the sudden disassociation of two habitually compatible
frames cf reference, perception and cognition. 1In a sense, visual comedy
works on the principle of the optical illusioa.

The technique is to produce visually events that, as experience
dictates, could not realistically occur. The spatial and temporal cone
ditions for causality are presented in objeits that ‘cagaitively could not
produce such affects. If the event, in itself, is not impossible, a series
of such events suspends the reality. Conditions for causality are
established, only to have causality averted. The motion series of one
context ts applied to another. The percent is in constant collision with
cognition. £

The claim 1s not beiny made that the dircctors of, these films under-
stood the function of perception as such. But as perception 1s a psycho«
logical process, they certainly had fntuitive acces3 to its effuctiveness.
"n the course of a battle scene in The General, Keator himself displays
the phenomenon of perceived causafity. Wildly waving is sword in the
air, Keaton sees that his men are being sho* accordin, co the direction
of his gesture. Affected by this apparent cause and effect, he impul-
sively throws the sword away. As befits the Mad Vorld, it lands in the
back of the snipor who had been shooting his wen.

In Grandma's Boy, Harold Lloyd, plagued by kittens lfcking his newly
goose-greased shined shoes, reaches fov a toy dog to scare them away.

The audience laugns at the rtupidity of the proposition, but when the
object achieves the incended effect and the kittens are frightened off,
the absurdity is increased. Causality is perceived that is cognitively
impossit: :

., ‘

I ~t-  {ights, Chaplin and the Millionaire struggle in vain to
overe” t». forces that seem intent on causing them to f£all into the
rive.. Eve.y motion, from a rock falling Chaplin's foot to a simple hand-
thake, causes further adversity. In Grapndma's BoY, Harold Lloyd, in his °
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efforts to bring a tramp to the authorities, is beset by problems caused
by- the physical layout of his world. As the road curves, the tramp

follows it. Lloyd, looking in the other direction, continues in a straight
line and loses his man. In The General, a cannon is mounted on a flat~

car behind Keaton's locomotive. Intending to blast th: train ahead of

him, Keaton lights the fuse. A series of calamitous events ensues and

the car becomes disengaged from the trezin. Keaton finds himself directly
in the line of fire, but a fortuiltous curve in the tracks diverts the
course of the flatcar and the cannonball &nd the disaster is averted.

In the Mad World of the ailent comedies, the lines of force intersect,
not indifferently as in the real world, but always with sbme effect, be it
propitious or disastrous. A specific event, such #s Harold Lloyd tripping
over a rake, is not in itself, impossible. But as the caqsal events
accumulate, reality is suspended. In City Lights, just as Chaplin is
gaining consciousness after a fight a boxing glove falls fmom a hook and
knocks him out again. Lloyd bends over just ip time to avoid the path
of his pursuer's bayonet. The cannonball Keaton accidentally sets off
does not land indifferently but for:titously breaks a dam jand thwarts his
adversaries. Frank Capra, gag writer for comedian Harry Langdon and later
director, called this the "principle of the brick": i

If there was a rule for writing Langdon mater;Jl, it
was this: His only ally was God. Langdon might be¢ saved
by the brick falling on the cop, but it :7as verbotén that
he in any way motivate the brick's fa11.’

Gravity, natural events, trajéctories, presence ¢f physical objects
are known to be impersonal. When such events are perceived as producing
effects, they take on qualities of intention and motf{vation. Inanimate
objects become animate when they cause effects. In fact, the child lives
in a simi’arly intentional universe. The reason it/gets.dark at .ight
is so he can sleep. It rains to keep him indoors./ Natural laws are
understood, not as existing independently,. but~in/relation to the way
they affect the child. The adult does not see thje forces of nature aa
intentional. When such forces seeni to have effe¢t, this is seen as
distinctly different from the normal, A fortuitous intersection of forces
is referred to as good luck, a miracle, etc.: ;ﬁe reverse 1s hard luck,
misfortune. In the extreme, misperceived causality amount to paranoia.

The spatial and temporal conditions of causality can be used to set
up the expectation of an effect. Pexceptually, one expects causality
and 1t is incongrousous, and comic, when causality does not occur. As
Chaplin moves back and forth to get a better view of a nude statue, the
elevator shaft in the gsidewalk behind him lowers. Just as he appears
doomed for a fall °  _.ither steps forward or the elevator reaches the
level of the sidet.alk again. In Sherlock. Jr., Keaton, seated on the
handlebars of a driverless motorcycle, miraculously averts a series of
what appear.to be certain collisions. In Moderp Times, Chaplin shows off
his skill by roller-skating blindfoided on a department store mezzanine,
unaware of the unguarded edge. Each time he approaches the edge, the
conditions of motion are such that catastrophe geems inewirable.
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The persistent temptation of disaster is delightful, 1if somewhat
breathtaeking, to the extent that the viewer realizes this is not the real
world. The silent f£ilm presents a world that, although realistic in
some respects, is unquestionably, in the absence of sound, unreal. It is
crucial to the appreciation of visual comedy that this distinction be
made. The three year old who cannot make such a distinction may be
terrified to see Harold Lloyd hanging precariously from buildings.

Another comic effect is achieved by distorting the time sequence of
a causal event. In The Ceneral, the heroine moves the train in the wrong
direction and knocks Keaton off a bridge. In the next shot, after some
delay, he is shown falling into the river. The cause, being knocked by
the train, is perceived; the effect is delayed. A csusal event, not
impossible in itself, is made comic by disruptiug the time sequence.

Actually, a disruption of a motion series is noticed even by infants
less than sixteen weeks of age. As Bower has found, if a moving object
disappears behind a screen and reappears faster than the perceived
motiop would predict, an infant displays dietress.8 No such reaction
occurs if the object merely reappears in s different size or shape.

Delayed causality has drasmatic effects as well., In Potemkin, the
- baby carriage is knocked several times before it rolls down the steps.
Each time the cause occurs, anxiety about the effect is intensified.

Vhen two forms assume similar and simultaneous motion, they are

parceptually organized together and the configuration conveys affinity
in the two forms. In Grandma’s Boy, when Harold Lloyd and the butler turn
and face each other at precisely the same moment, the similarity in their
dress 1s magnified, as is Lloyd's embsrrassment. Later, in a series of
simultaneous motions, Lloyd and his rival suffer the mutual discomfort
of having mistaken a mothball for a plece of candy. The absurdity of the
situation is eraphically shown in the perceptual similarity of the two

: antithetical characters. .

In the homecoming scene of Birth of a Nation, simultaneous motion
plays a dramatic role. The scene depicts a brother returning home from
the war. His approach to the house is hesitant and awkard the sister .
waits nervously. After a few moments of uneasiness, the brother and sister
suddenly and simultaneously avert thelr eyes from each other. In that
one motion, the audience realizes the similarity of their expcrience,
that both brother and sister had known the tragedy of war. The cioseness
between brother and sister is visually established and the subsequent
embrace is justified.

In the boxing match in City Lights, the motion series of one context
is applied to another. Normally, a fight is composed of motions of impact
and reaction. In this scene, with its simultaneous and rzgular motion,

: the configuration of a daqﬁe i1s presented. Chaplin, the referee, and the
opponent move Simultanecusly around the ring. The referee steps aside,
the opponent lunges, Chaplin ducks, they embrace, the referee steps

Q ' A;}3




W

between and the series begins aga.a. In the preceding scene, it
well established that Chaplin is no match for his opponent.

fast enough to maintain this pattern of motion and rhythm point
heroics of his efforts.

The introduction of an unexpected motion can transform/the meaning
of an entire configuration. In ITho Genersl, two soldiers
each other in military precision, sppear merely to be changing guard.
When they meet, Keaton knocks the other soiiier out. ;zé configuration
of a benign approach is suddenly reversed. 1n Mod més, Chaplin
innocently picks up a flag dropped by a passing truck /and chases after
the truck to return it. The sudden appearance of strikiug workers behind
Chaplin transforms the whole motion series. Chaplin now looks as if he is

leading the strikers and the police arrest him.
! /

The content of an object is transformed by vhe motion 1t assumes.
In Cops, a ladder becomes the lever on which Keston balances to evade

his pursuers. In Grandma's Boy, Lloyd and his ¢irl friend croa:ﬁgﬂ%sggamfﬂ""'ﬂ
on stepping stones. The last ston®looks lire the others they

step on it, it moves. The pig walks away and the {iito- the-water.

An object in motion, apparently under its own force, takes on
attributes of intentionality. In IThe Gemeral, the flst car on which the
cannon igs mounted seems to ‘'chase" Keaton. In orth By Northwest,
Hitchcock achieves a similar effcct, ou 2 more terrifying level, when an
airplane relentlessly pursues Cary Grant across & cornfield. By not
showing the pilot, Hitchcock imbues the machine itself with evil intention
and the effect is all the more ominous.

James Agee referred to silent comedy as "Comedy's Greatest Era" and
nostalgically regretted its passing. Although some visual comedy persist-
ed in the sound era with Chaplin and, to some extent, Laurel and Hardy,
it rapidly became a thing of the past. Comedies were more and more based
on story/ line and verbal gags, while visual comedy was left behind. Only
remoants of visual comedy remain, as when Woody Allen, in Bananas, stepa
out of his car and falls into & pot hole. Yet this scene'is distinctly
out of place in the context of the film. In order to support visual
comedy, the film must present a styliatie, unreal visual world. Other-
wise, delight in perceived causality becomes, instead, cruel slapstick.
The "unreality' of the silent film provided a perfect vehicle for visual
comedy, but the realism sound brought to the film severely altered the
comic possibilities

The realism of sound affected the style of motion in dramatic films
as well. In the sit':nts, motion could exaggerate and intensify a parti-
cular meaning. ‘The realism of sound impedes gsuch stylization. The image
was confined to the dictates of a synchronous sound track. Expressive
use of motion 1s rare in movies of today but its effectiveness is ungues-

tioned.
Too often film theorists and critic neglect the fact that film ié

a visual art. Even when this aspect.is dealt with, style in the movies
is traated as a series of connected, but static images. The effect of
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motion in the movies must be taken into consideration and the psychology
of perception offers a way to begin, Psychology has been used in film
heory, but, as Richard Griffith points out. "Freud and Marx, not
Gestalt, have Sominated our concept of the movies and guided our study
of its power."” It is clear that a study of the psychology of visual
perception and the history of £ilm will do much to illuminate the dy-
namics of the film experience.

®
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FIL{ STUDY: EXISTERTIAL VI®IQF

ilary ¥ Shnugnneivy
“tate Univercity of ev York et Buffslo

Studies in the numanitie: héve traditionelly cleimed to educate the whole
men, to sensitize nim toO thne bhuman condition, and to tie universal needs and
dezires trat bind all men beneath their cultural differencec. However, what
saticfactorily met the needs of humenisti:z studies a fev generations aLo must
e ceen todey z¢ vart of a broader spectrum of experience and discovery. The
print culture i:2: been rendered obsolete by & technologicel revolution which
renders "Big Brother” of 1984 2 “fait accompli’' ratler then 8 debateble predic-
tion.

Wy own rationale for engaging in film studies evolves from & real convic-
tion that the only education worth my energies and those of my students is that
whizh finds its basis in an ex-loration of the culture in vhich we live, the
nhilozorhical bases uvhich inform thet culture, and discuseion of value systems
which cen both broaden the students' understanding of the vorld which shapes
their destiny end furnish them ith the resources to become celf-dependent
individuals vnose daily 1life and behavior talie their direction from fidelity to
something transcendent to economic necessity and psychic survival. As Thoresu
vent to tke vwopds to face life deliverately, so I cee it as the foundation of
humanistic edudcation to guide students into contact with and confrontation of
self in order thet they will be in possession of thet seme self. Y¥hile they
cannot confrol or oblitercte the many forces working upon them, they can °
develon & percenvion of the pervasive impact 0f cultural influences and thus
live as/gontrollers of . ratner than slaves to, tiem.

Mid the futuristic theories, vernings, and prophecies thet surround us,
hove lies only 'ith those ceoule, scholars and practitioners alike, vho lead
us 'into the literature of our time:z in order thet, by seeing how men has con-
fronted self, society, &nd nsture in a aiven situetion, ve may effectively,
intelligently, end kno . ledzeably plan for that higaly complex future vith its
wotentiel for the destruction of human sensibility.

It can be argued that classicel vorls of literature can effect the same
value orientetion. This i¢ ture, but not slways vith the seme degree of
efficacy, immediacy, or emotional :timulation.

£3 Gerzld O'Grady pute it "I va¢ finding that film... vas primarily e
sequence of imeges nich hes the porer to vut us in touch with one of our most
irmner and basic mogs. of consciousness... thore is no other artistic form
viaith, By it ery neture, reletes itself 5o completely and 'outerly' to our
vhole world of culture, 2nd not only to our traditional and nopuler culture,
but profoundly ané revealingl -+ to our social and politicel culture.” 1

It has been my experience thet filmic art speeks more directly to, and
evokes an immediacy of resnonse from, studente vith but a minimum of instruction
in film language. This orly zerves to support v belief that cinematic art

-
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communicate. intafzibly snd impercentibly., It i: our recponsibility as filw
educatore to :reate &nd understending of vhat happens ®hen -onsclousness and
medium <collide. £Although men carn Gefend against the existential experience
and zan seek ezcame by ¢ host of vsychological mechanisms, they are ultimately
confronted vith their vorld, Te-ponsible nersonhood édemands on acceptance of
vhat 15 a seriou. conzideration: Lo the re' msterials can be converted into .
life-alving and 1life-nurturing force: for future age:.

The olastic arts of the 70's incisively penetrate the onsclousness of
modern man to reveal the zlienstion, valuelessnesz, lack of inner freedom, and
corruption -‘ich cheracteri.e individuals and societie; vhose poters have often
crested forces greater then man, singly or collectively, can deal with, P-rhaps,
among all the medla, cineme hes wost fully 2nd sensitively responded to its role
g ourveyor of culture eng socisl critic. Television has 2one the “&y of
cormerc4elicm; videotapee are zs yet beyond the resch of oréinzry peoPle.

Film, in redium end message, confronts the real issucs of ouwr times, cometimes
humorously (eltnough 8 bit cadistically) as in "Brewster McCloud;” sometimes
fearles:zly as ir “7'" often disconcertingly as in Godard; violentlr as in
‘Gtrew Dozs;" to our Gistrevs end disbelief, futuristically, as in 'Clocivrork
Oraenge.’

""e are graced¢ today with & host of talented, poetic, 3«sightful film
wal-ers vho.e energles are directed tovard &n illumination of the precent in
terms of their-vizion., While a film may capture the frozen stillness of a
person in time zrd in his times, it 15 cimultaneously end subtly forcing the
vie''er to orobe beyond the corrfines of the film as to implications for the
future of society and the individusl in light of this pretentation of one
experience.

In order to znncretize the theoreticel 1ideas presented in the preceding
paragrapns, this vager w11l develoy whet I consider to be tio of the concerns
of film study if vieers are to aoproach film with probing and criticel minds.
These concerns sre: first, thet film 2: 2 medium of communication, demonstrates
many of the properties a:zociated ith verbal language; second, that film, like
verbal lanpusre, may tale 1its mezning from the resources and comprehenzions of
the individuzls viewing ené internolizing it.

“tiovie. are our thougchts made visikle and auaible. They flow in a suift
succession of,%megee, pracisely as our thoughts do, end their cpeeé -- with
their fleshbscks -- 1like sudden uprushes of memory -- and their gbrupt transitions
from one subject to znother, approximate very closely the speed of our thinking.
They have the rhythm of the thoughtetream end the same uncanny ability to move
for~ard or bactkiaréd in $pace of time....They project nure thought, pure dream,
pre inner life.... ©

Roland Berthe’, in the Flements of Semiology, distinouishe~ betieen

language &nd cpeech. Lehfuage is a socisl institution, a collective contract
vhich one must eccept if he wantc to communicate, made up of & certain systema-
ti.2¢ et of convention:. ©Speech is nececsarily en indivigual act of selection
and cembiration, resulting in the actuali-ation of thoughts,




.task of the artist to give back, through the plastic medium, & sense of the
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Similarly, .the lenguage of vision is predicated upon the manipulation of
elements and the expression of these elementsz in interrelationships. To use a
visual medium ertistically is to melie the visual parts go vell together:
duration, harmony, contrast, proportion, rhythm are involved in this visual,
dynamic organization. It determines, perhaps more subtly and thoroushly than
verbal language, the structure gf our consciousness. To see in limited mode:
of vision is not to see at all.,” Visual language uses meterial phenomena as

its medium, proceeding from below =+ the concrete == t0 above =-- the abstract.*
It explores physical data =« observable features -~ and works up to a problem .
or pelief.

Cipematography is the gathering of visually dynemic and meaningful elements .

which creative cutting combines into living entities. The stuff of £ilm is the
vorld chaos cf reality ~hich is offered by nature and experience. It is the

ambiguity end continuum Of that same reality. To do this requires a specizal

eye for relationships among things, events, and persons, making the camera

catch vhat the eye sees, at the same time rendering an affirmation of objective

reality yet exerting a high degree of control over the material and its placement.
A grammar of the film can and does facilitate at leaat procedures for the

beginner. The mature artist may modify them as his fiim making becomes more

intuitive. Rules of cineme, unlike traditional syntax, however, remein generally =

flexible, their intention being not to dictate so much as to guide. The camera” o

provides the artist with ready-made fragments of reality but it is ipn a knovi-

edge of the rules of cinema, i.e., techniques, that he can transform reality

and enable it t0 yield up its depths and multidimensional aspects. It ig here

that neoresliem, insofar 25 it has not endured as a widely popular form in the

present, may asccount for its failure. The artist cannot render Only the surface

of reality; rather through the application of principles of the art, he -can, and,

indeed, must, heighten or intensify the pictorial imege to the point yhere the

viever moves from spectetor to participant. In other words, the content ceases .

to be mere representation of ‘formless world cheos; it tekes on form and structure

through the various processes of manipulation of space and time, use of color and

cound, end the combination of verbal and visual elements.

The recognition, or better, the acknowledgment, that the film is a language
ith content, structure, and style doea not thereby assure that it communicates
either itself or some ebstraction bveyond itself. ZAccording to Bszin, "What is
alive 1s not vhet's on the zcréen, but vhat is between the audience and the
responge. 7 It is essential, then, not only to teach the elements of film
language but also to explore viewer response as an integral component of the
film experience. I would propose here & theory of viewer response derived from
several theories of stylistics, particularly those of Roman Jakobson and ’
Stanley Fish.

Jakobson's theory of poetics is predicated upon ambiguity as an intrinsic
characteristiz of any self-focusgd message. 'The machinations of ambiguity are
among the very roots of poetry.”> Accepting thia as true, it would then follow
that the vie'er must be in possession of a code if he is to interpret a film.?
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Christian jetz meintains that film is indeed a language, but a languace
without & code. It is language becguse it has texts and there is meaningful
discourse. But, unlike verbal languege, it cannot BF referred to o preexistent
code., Thus, the image 1itzelf becomes the language.

If thie is true, und the author is inclined to think so, then Fish's
reader response theory vould logically apply, i.e., that it is the experience
of an utterance that is its meaning.? Thus, the viever is called into an active
role in the cinematic process. He brings with bim to the film all the experi-
ences, traits, learned and intuitive knowledge of vhich he is in possession. e
must vatch the film, following the temporal flow of imege upon image. At the
seme time, he must experience the images in a forming process. Thus, vieuving
cannot be passive. Rather it must be a creative act, a dynamic process of
. Integration in which the viever uses his own imagination to form & unified
experience of the reality ‘shich the artist presents

The perceptive vierer realiies that the artist has manipulated elements to
achieve an illusion of reality end to influence interpretation. The viewer seeks
-not to believe that the image on the-sereen-is faithful to reality but rather
that it can be accepted with realitve ease as reality in its own right. The
impression it meles, therefore, is not so much perceptual as psychological and
emotional., - .

At this point, then, Fich and Ba~zin merge in their theories. According to
Fish, the temporal flow of words is monitored and structured by all the compe-
tences’ thet the reader brings vith him. The reader responds %8 vord after vord
until He can reject the artifacts vhen he comes te intuition. This iiea can
be related to Bazin's theory of cinématic structure and response. "Films should
be made, not according to some 'e¢ priori' method or plen, but from fragments of N
rav reality, multiple and equivocal in themselves, whose mearing can only emerge
'a posteriorii' thanks to other facts, between which the mind is able to see
relaticas."ll If neaning in a film 1s to be predicated upon the viewer's
reaction to its language, then it would seem impossible to construct a code,
the possession of which would guerantee the viewer understanding., But film,
being a plastic art, and, therefore, dynamic in itself, cannot or should not
admit of only one interpretation. To do so would deny it the possibility of
remaining relevant through chenging eres. In addition, this would limit its
audience and 'deny it the status of a universal language.’

On the other hand, knovledge and understanding of the la'gucge of film can enable
a viever to have deeper apprecietion of a film's message, to penetrate surface
reslity more readily, end to experic¢nce the immediacy of the language through

a more rapld or quasi-intuitive apprehension of its deep stracture or the
abstractions upon which the content is based. Film, .hen, can be seen on various
levels but these do not correspond to differing codes. Rather they develop from
tne sophistication of experience which the vieuer brings to the .raw material of

the film. If the artist vents his intentions met exactly, he uill have to control
the coming-to-.meaning process by using structural features that yill be inescapable
and unpredicteble. But a film produced under such a theory vould tend td be of i
the conventional ganister or Yestern type in which a8 standsrdized plot leads to a

il
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standardi-ed ending, The vie' er has experienced escape but not aeesthetic
crastion. He has not participated in the language vrocesc.

Film viewed 28 a creative act, then, bLecomes a dynemic relationship betwveen
the artist vho shape: his content through use of varicus cinematic devices and
the viswer who is (to borrov from dicLuhan) massaged by the medium and moved to
respond, Film, like eny work of art, may have isolated elements but it does not
have content until the viever gresps it.

Film study courses in the 70's, then, cen have validity if they seek to
equip the individual JTor perceptive viewing of, and affective response to, the
medium. Thus conceived, they provide uide eXposure for the dissemination of
film theory and ite apnlication to value-oriented education.

It is essential, hovever, to include both aspects: Iilm language and
viever response. The study of visusl langusage alone can become Jjust one more
sclence in the academic curriculum. On the other hané, intelligent response to
a vork of art requires a vorking knowledge of terminology to give foundation to
critical judgment.

These theories have validity, however, only insofar as they serve some
transcendent purpose in the experience of those engaged in their pursuit. 1In
light of whet ves discussed in the early paragraphs, this theory of film study
can be summarized in one sentence: we study film so that, seeing vhere we are
through the vision of .one man in touch with his times, we may more realisti-
czlly plan tvhere we are to go. ~.
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- While denotation may eiist without connotation, copnotation may not N

CONNOTATION AND DENOTATION IN THE SEMIOLOGY OF THE CINEMA

Doug Shryock : ‘
San Francisco State College

In a recent graduate seminar on Semiology, 1 attempted a syntagmatic
analysis of Robert Enrico’s An Occurrence at Owl Creek Bridge based on
Christian Metz' Signification {n the Cinema. This analysis was both .
enlightening and frustrating, endiny in somewhat of a stalemste because of
my inability to deal with the connotative level of the film. In response,
I began searching through Metz' work for some clue as to how the conno-
tative level should be handled, if at all. While I found that Metz does
discuss connotation, he does not consider it necessary for use in an
analytical framewerk. This may be true for a syntagmstic (d¢notative
structure) analysis, but not for a complete semiological anglysis which
must include a connotative level as well. Consequently, a Semiological
study may necessitate the use of additional sources which gcover other *
levels of semiology.

exiat without dcnotation. After all, the firat level gccurrence which
carries in it conmotative meanings, must first be told {denoted). The .
filomaker who makes use of and communicaties most effectively through
connotative meanings is the more powerful communicator. It is our great~
est and most successful filmmakers that deal with symbolic and conno-
tavive expression. While Metz recognizes the existence of the connotative
as essential in films, he chooses to analyze only the denotative. Al-
though an analysis of the denotative structure is indeed valuable, it
should be done in association with a connotative analysis. 1In so doing,
the manipulation of the denotstive elemzents will become much more mean-
ingful and enlightening since it can be compared to the connotative
communication which the filmmaker was attempting to achieve. Whether it
be literature, drama, or film, the connotative meanings of a work must

be analyzed as well as the style or manner which the artiat uses on the
denotative level.

Metz seems to acknowledge the interrelationship of connotation and
denotation when he says: \

\ .
If it is true that cinematic invention is inevitably

a mixture of artistic inspiration and language~like

fashioning, the fact remains that the film maker is .
always foremost an artist, and that it is through his

endeavors to order the things of reality differently

through his aesthetic intention and his strivings for

connotation, that he is occasionally able to bequeath

some eventually conventional form liable to become

a "fact of language.” If filmic denotation today is

rich and diverse, as indeed it is, that is only as a

result of the strivings for connotation in -the past.

{
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. Although Metz sees comnotation as ap important element in the art of fiim,

he still insists on using denotatioﬁ\gs his only criteria for analysis.

Metz' insistence on separating the twd, then, mystifiea me. He has noted

and outlined some of these "“conventional forms" of the denotative level .o
and has organized them into & tentative "language.' Rather than separating o’
the connotative from the denotative, however, it is the relationship

between the two which can be the most enlightening of all. .

Metz further states:

Certainly, the total understanding of a given film
would be impossible irf we did not carry within us
that obscure but quite real dictionary of '"im-segni"
which Pasolini talks about; if, to take a single

s examp le, d1id vot know that Jean=Clude Brialy's
car in Les Cousine was a sports car, with all that ~
this implies in twentieth century France, the.
diegetit period of the film. But all the same
we would know, because we would see it, that it is

- a carj and that would be enough for ug to grasp

: the denotated meaning of the passage.

Metz' emphasis on connafatipn’a importance becomes misleading, then since - 9

he separates them nevertheless and considers denotatién- to be the "Jdeepest \
mechanism of f£ilmic intellection." Some explanation is shown, however, ;0

when he discusses connotation as "the major role in our comprehension of

the particular images of particular f;lms..."3 The key word here’ is partic-
ular,

m— r‘I’“ .

I nov believe that Metz is looking for "conventional forms' which

a tentative 'grammer of f£ilm," and does not really expect his analysis

of denotative structures to be applied and imposed upon any particular
film, but rather on filmic structures as a massive diverse body which
nevertheless shows signs of commonalities and patterns even cross-cultur~
ally, Not that examples of certain categories would not be picked from
various films, but that no one fiim could have all of its parts labeled
and "diagrammed" on a chart. Further, I do not believe that Metz wishes
to develop a formgl "grammer of film, " for the possibilities of filmic
denotation are so infinite that formulation of a formal 'grammar," as
general '"rules" of color, texture, or compoaition to produce a consciously
desired effect, the filmmaker or critic may refer to Metz as & 'guideline"
rather than a fully developed grammar. . /

il

With this in mind, Metz can be gpplied with a new emphasis, and hope-
fully avoid such stalemates as reached in my analysia of Occurrence at Owl
Cresk Bridge. Broad structural patterns may be observed on the denotative
level, while connotative discussion will be possible within the gg§51£glgg ;
£1lm. This will make Metz more workable in two ways. First, Metz .
categories, when looking at a particular film, can be applied less string-
gently, allowing for minor variations from his definitions aince film is
so infinite in its possibilities thet exceptions will always be found.
Examples of "conventional forms" can be noted, y~t small details and vari-
ations will not jam up the works. Secondly, this more expedient way of
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o8 applying Metz will allow the semiolofical analysis to progress two more
~ dteps--to a comnotative analysis . then to an analysis of the telation-
a sbip between the two. Further, the rough syntagmatic analysis obtained
may become more and more refined as the second and third steps progress.
Louis Hjelmslev discusses such a8 connotative level in simiology in
his book, Prolegomena to the Theory of Language. He describes "comnota-
tive semiotics' as :

[

+ss8 senlotic,,.whose expression plane is provided by
the content planz and the expression plane of a deno~
tative semiotic,

with Metz' "signifer”, "signified”, and "signification'. [in other words,
s the entire denotative semiotic becomes only the signifier.(the vehicle for
expression) in the connotative ~emiotic. The connotative semiotic, then,
has 1t own signifi.d’ (content) and signification (the relationship be~
tween signifier and signified). The connotative meaning is found in this
signification. This definiticn can be diagrammed as shown below:

Hjelmslev's ''sxpress:ion'’”, "content', and "relationship" arE synoﬁymous

- Denotative: ~ignifier.y signification & signiiied
' \ T S
Connotative: , siwfier ~» gignificacion ~signified K

i

Metz himself seems to describe this same relationship when he Says:

Film can connote without generally requii.ng special
(i.e. separate) cocnnotators because it has the most®
essential signifiers of connotation at itz permanent
digposal : the choice between several ways of struce
turing denotation,

Once again, Metz se2ms to be indicating the importance of connotation and
its fike to denotation. He describes further how connotation's signifier
is the denotative level itself:
Cinematographic connotation is based on a visual
. : or audio theme--or an arrangement of wisual ocr
audio themes-=-that once it has bren placed in its
correct syntagmatic position within the discourse
which constitutes the whole film, takes on a:
greater value than'its own, and is increased by 4
the additional meaning 1t receives.

\% By recognizing that a connotative 'correct syntagmatic position"
exists through a ''choice between several ways of structuring denotation,’
Metz acknowledges that the relationship between the connotative signified
and its dehotated syntagmatic pcsition is a vital one. The filmmaker ~°

.cannot device a denotative scructure only in relation to the denotative
" contenc (signified) if 'his.cvltimate communication lies in the connotative
signification. Conversely, .the film's analysis must deal with the de=
uotative structure, through a syntagmatic analysis, and the connotative
. .

!
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signified, through a connotative analysis, in order to gain any under~
standing of the relationship between the two-=the connotative signifi-
cation and the ultima:e meaning of the film. Such an analysis could
lead to the development of a connotative schema with which to stud the
connotative usage as actualized in a particular £ilm. This woul not be
unlike Metz' denotative schema of syntagmatic types, which serves as a
reference point or "grammar"' of the denotative structure in the study of

[

denotative "usag:." s

‘Metz' work 1s very important aud useful, but a modification of its
application 18 necessary in order to receive the full benefit of a filmic
analysis. Metz has chosen to deal with only one element of the semiology
of the cinema, denotative structures. A semlologic~l, analysis must ge
beyond this important first step; it must include an analysis of the
connotative level and, further, and analysis of the relationship between
the denotative and connotstive levels.

L
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THE SOCTAL PRESUPPOSITIONS OF FILM

John J. Tokar
State University of New York at Buffalo
4

[}

. "We have no art. .
- . He do everything ?
: as well »s we can.” -

. A Balirese saying.

"Art 1s anything you can get away with.”

~Marshall McLuhan 1967

. - "Art cannot be non-political.”

~Mayerhold

"Understanding of Marxism is pleasan: and useful.”

/
=G. Plekhanov 1914 /

. I \ g
"The cinema 1s the most jmport of all the arts.” '

- ~Lenin 1927 :"

"I look upon cinema as a pulpit, and Qise it as a
propagandist; and this I put unashamedly because,
in the still unshaven philosophies of cinema, broad e
distinctions are necessary,' '

~John Grierson

"When Marx undertack his critique of the capitalistic
mode of production, this mode was in 1it:; infancy. Marx
directgg his efforts in such « way as to give them
prognostic value. He went back to the basic conditions
undgrliying capitalistic production and theough his pre-
sentation showed what could bae’expected ¢f capitalism X
in the future. The resul® was that one could expect it i
not only to exploit the proletsariat with increasing !
inteasity, but ultimately to create conditions which '
would make it possible to abolish capitalism {tself.

‘N
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The transformation of the superstructure, which

takes place far more slowly than that of the sub-
structure, has taken more than half a century to
manifest i{n ail areas of culture the change in the
conditions of production, Only today can it be
indicated what form this has “aken, Certain proge
nostic requirements should be met by these state- \
ments. However, theses about the art of the prole- . .
tariat after its assumption of power or about the .
art of a c.ussless society would have less bearing
on these demands thzn theses about the developmental
tendencies of art under present conditions of produc=
tion, Their dislectic is no less noticeable in-the
mcvmumnﬂmancum.nrma in the economy., It would there~
fore be wrong to underestimate the value of such theses
as a weapon, They brush aside a number of outmoded
concepts, such as creativity »nd genius, 2ternal value
. ‘and mystery- concepts whose uncontrolled (and at

present almost uncontrollable) application would lead

to a processing of data .n the Fascist sense, The

concépts which are introduced into the theory of art
-. 1in what follows differ from the more familiar terms

in that they are completely useless for the purpeses . :

of Faséism,  _They are, on the other hand, useful for

the formulation of revolutionary demands in the poli-

tics of are," g

”

.

Walter Benjamin, the Preface of his essay,
- "The Work of Artin the Age of
Mechanical Reproduction" Qu?

it is a fundamental philosophical assumption that everyone trings to
his work elther consciously or unconsciously, & set of basic mnmmcwnOmwnwosm.
These beliefs and attitudes determine the-manner im-—whith a socisl indiv-
idual looks at and attempts to interpret the world around him, Collaterally,
this process formulates ideas about what actually makes-up "Reality" or the
"stuff" cf which the universe is composed, This process also asks with
Inmanuel Kant; what are the possibilities of knowing and experiencing the
ding-an=sich? The conscious or unconscious way in which individuals and
societies answer this question of epistemological certainty-is it possible .
to know "Reality" and "the thing=in-itself''? = will reveal the presuppose
1tions of their outlook which will ultimately shape the character of their
world-view, During the Middle Ages, a common transcendental world-view
was shared by a large number of peoplel, The cultursl ethos of any specific
historical period is shaped by the world-view commonly shared by large
number of its .people.

From the ; eceding remarks, I think it is clear that it is my belief
"that in  Jer to fully understand s man or a siclety, it i{s our first i
responsibility to determine their presuppositinns, and their corresponding
world-view, My intzntion is to apply this approach, in the hope that it - -

IC
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may prove suggestive to some specific problems in the history of film
aesthetics, and the question of the social function of art,

Siiice the Renaissance, the traditional methodological spproach to art
or agesthetics has been to consider them as an exclusive, separate and
distinct entity. This fundamentally idealist approach has been historically
perpetrated on art since Plato and Aristotle; through scholasticism,
nominalism and realism. The historic inability of idealism to reconcile
mind and body, becomes tram:josed into the aesthetic question of the
possibllity of a unity of content and form, This epistemolegical dualism
precludes any vision of reality as an organic totality. Aesthetics is’
viewed as existing outside the influence of the interrelations and inter-
dependencies of social practice and reality. Correspomdingl,, there is an
exclusive preoccupation with the coherent opération of mind and form as
an end in itself, Any correspondence to historical- material realities
either are abstracted from their original context and meaning, or ignored
completely for contemplation of the variations between coherent parts of
a closed system. ‘

- - . 'k

The relatively short history of the film can legitimately serve as
a microcosm of the long cultural history of art, Within the short span
of the 20th century, many historical examples of the consequential cul~
mination of this opistemclogical-methodological problem may clearly be
observed. The most okvious example 1s the one in rajical opposition to
this tradition, and which stands out in sharp contrast; in fact, almost in
high relief against the background of all the others. This society and this
individual successfully took the first steps toward full realization in
theory and practice, of a totally new epistemological-methodolosical
approach,and world~view. The society was Soviet Ruszia; the individual
was Sergel Mikhailovich Eisenstein; the epistemological-methodological
approach Was historical~dialectical-materialism; and the world-view was
Marxistecommunism, s

The foundation for Eisenstein's great achievement in film rested on
his successful utilization of the methodological approach of historical
and dialectical materialism. It was through the unique use of this method
that Eisensteiln was able to realize the means for the unificacion of con-
tent and form, through the theory and practice of dialectical montage.

"We wish to see the qualitative-absolute- the differentiated and atomized
individual- transformied jinto the qualitative~ relative. We wish no longer
to oppose, qualitatively, science ('the speech of logic') and art ('the
speech of imagery'). We want to set them alongside each other quantita-
tively."* Eisenstein's conscious recognition of the need for a totalistic
aesthetic vision, logically leads him to the idea of the intention and
-effect of art and its transcendant end; in fact, its actual transformation
to and for 1life. "This 1s tue -true contribution {for Eisenstein; 'intel-
lectualizing the kino’-'dialectic montage of conceptions'’) which Soviet
art is making to the univer-:al history or the arts, This will be the
contribution of our entir: ach to art- to art which has ceased to be art
and 1s on the way to becom 1ife,”

.l
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A. K, Coomerswamy recognizes the consistent necessity of this same
process but with a different end) quite literally, in mind. Coomaraswamy
cites the Chinese author of the Chieh=Tzii Yuin, "then painting has reached
divinicy (shen) there is an end of the matter,'? Again in the Chinese
story of the painter Wu Tao~tzu: "Who painted on a palace wall a glorious
landscape, with mountains, forests, clouds, birds, men and all things as
in Nature, a veritable world-picture; while the Emperor his patron was
admiring this painting, Wu Tao-tzU pointed to a doorway on the side of a
mountain, inviting the Emperor to enter, and behold the wmarvels within.

Wu Tao~tzi himself entered first, beckoning the Empetor to £ollow; but
the door closed, and the painter was never seen again. '3 Coomaraswamy
continues with another example and then makes a revealing statement: 'A
corresponding disappearance of the work of art, when perfection has been
attained, is mythically expressed in other legends, such as those painted
dragons that flew from the walls on which they were painted... Such is
the perfection toward which art and artist tend, art becoming manifested
life, and the artist passing beyond our ken."4

[+

I think it 1s clear chat Eisenstein was not referring to art or the
artist disappearing '‘when perfeétion has been attained’, noxr the artist
reaching the ''divine', or any transcendental ''‘passing beyond our ken'

The implications of Eisenstein's statement would mean that the artist

would nzcessarily now pass not beyond, but rather into or among '"onr ken."”#
For Eisenstein, art and the arsist would necessarily cease to contime as
exclusive finite categories; separate and unrelated to the common social
needs of the society. In the future, the artist and his production would
no longer be alienated from reality, his audience, or from himself. The
conscious development and tealization 2f common social needs and goals

of the socilety as a whole, will replace the artists previous bourgeois
preoccupation with individualistic self-expression.

.  Throughout his life Eisenstein struggled with the contradiction of
"bourgeols residues" coexisting, both within the new Soviet soclety and
in hirxself. This ideological tension continually served as a useful
neans by which Eisenstein could consciously redefine and move fully
articulate and expand his social-aesthetic outlook. The method of “"self-
criticiam" and the continual need for ve=-examinat:on of theory and practice
is dramaticallg seen in Eisenstein’s analysis of the failures of ''Bezhin
Meadow" (1937)3 and "Ivan the Terrible", Part II6 (1946).

In striking and often instructive contrast to Eisenstein's methodology
and world-view, is the "eternalistic~spiritualistic world-view of A, K.
Coomaraswamy. While Eisenstein continually struggled to distinguish the
forest from the trees, Coomaraswamy always seemed content mistaking the
forest for Heaven. Coomarasvamy distinguishes two different types of
European art: _"one Christian and scholastic, the other post- -Renaissance
and personal'. 7 It s significant that whiie Coomaraswamy embraces the
former as his world-view, it does not provide him with an adequate method
for understanding the reasons for the development of the latter. In fact,

*Other more typical alternatives of the 20th. century wete for artists

to "give up art" for "living artistically", or for playing chess- Piet
Mondrian an’ Marcel Duchamp.

L0 \




if Coomaraswamy was historical and empirical, it would contradict his
wgpiritualistic” world-view. Thus the validity of Coomaraswamy's world-
view is dependent upon & coherence theory, in qualitative contrast to
Eisenstein's correspondence theory and world~view. This is not intended
to winimize Coomaraswamy's analysis, especially his many perceptive in-

’ sights on "post-Renaissance personal art", but merely to make a point of
the sources for his rresuppositions of his world-view.

i ”~

toomaraswamy's criteria of excellence of a work of art is consistent
with his "transcendental" world-view. 'Irue art, pure art, never enters
into competition with the unattainable perfection of the world, but relies
exclusively on its own logic and its ownt criteria. which cannot be tested
by standards  of truth or goodnmess applicable in other fields of activity."8
The implications of this statement reveal most of the basic presuppositions
of Goomaraswamy's world-view, This dualistic~transcendental system is
| a closed one, without need of the concepts of history or change. The
operative concept of "intelligibility" in innate (a priori) and intuitive,
and supports his ideas of the caste system, and the notion of permanance.
“Sesthetic experience is thus only accesgible to those compel:enl:“-9
Coomaraswamy’s final definition of art ¥s: '"'Heaven and Earth are united
in the analogy of art, whica is an ordering of sensation to intelligi- {
bility and tends toward an ul timate perfection in which the seer perceives'.
all things imaged in himself,*10

Coomaraswamy’s special brand of the 'philosophia perennis" is often
extremely rich in useful insights, even though his world-view as a whole
is not. Some striking parallels in similar ideas can be drawn between
the two men; though again it will become evident that these ideas are
based on very different fundimental presuppositions. I have previously
shown how both men realized the need for 'art becoming manifested life';
and have pointed out how the different presuppositions of their respective
world-views, would necessarily determine the means and ends of this trans~

« formation, The differenge 1s in how thi: process would occur, and toward
what” end, and for whom, would it serve. Coomaraswamy's view calls for

" individual aspiration toward divine perfection; while Eilsenstein’s vieyw
seeﬁs collective realization of common needs and goals for the society us
a vhole,

While discussing "'scholastic qualities of Oriental srt", Coomaraswamy
cites the characteristics of '"unanimous style and types* and "themes
Jetermined by general necessities and iaanimous demand.''ll -Initially,
these phrases appear to be 11 -oparent continuicy with Eisenstein's
outlook; but this resemblance ., ves to be only superficial whan the basic
ends of Coomaraswamy's world-view are considzred in their £1ll co.itext,
and in relation to the ends of Eisenstein's irarld-view.

Reference has been made to Coomaraswamy's separation of European
art into the categories of Christian-scholastic art and post~Renaissance-
personal art, Tt : presuppositions of Coomaraswamy's werld-view neces-
sitates that he reject the latter fur the former. The religious and
philosophic experiences of medieval European and Asiatic :ivilizations

2o .
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are the examples which Coomaraswamy presents as "true" models of cultural
excellence and value. In form at least, Coomaraswémy and Eisenstein both
severely criticize general aspects of modern art. Coomaraswamy's general
cultural criticisms of post-Renalssance-personal art are based the
ideoiogical assumptions of a Vedantic-Christian world-view. Elsenstein's
_eriticisms of bourgeois~der ocratic art are based on the world-view of
Marxist-leninism; Historical and Dialectical Materialism. From totally
different points of view, both men criticize the commonly accepted notion
of individualistic artistic expression, and the separation of comtent
and form.

The lack of meaningful correspondence between the content and the
form in a work of modern art, constitutes one of Coomaraswamy's defini-
tions for '"decadent art". ''Decadent art is simply an art which is mo
longer felt or energizes, hut merely denotes, in which there exists no
longer any real correspondence between the fvrmal and pictorial elements,
its meaning as it weie negated by the weakness or incongruity of the
pictorial element.'"l¢ The corresponding preoccupation of experimenting

, exclusively with the formal and technical~structural possibilities of a
medium, at the e¢xpense of considerations for content or theme, 1is viewed
by Coomaraswasmy as partially due to the "over-refinement and elaboration
of apparatus 1in the arts... -All these means at the disposal of the
artist are the means of his undoing, except in the rare cases wheye he
can still by a real devotion to his theme makes us forget them."13

The phrase, "real devotion to his theme'' perfectly characterizes

¥ Eisenstein's achievement both in his films and his aesthetic theories.

Through Eisenstein‘'s utilization of dialectical methodology in his use

. of montage, and the interdependent nature cf the presuppositions of his
| world-view, often enabled him to realize a hamonious unification of
content and form. This historic reconciliation of content and form, this-
totality of aesthetic-social vision was determined ‘fundesmentally by the
presuppositions of the new Soviet society; Marxist~Leninist dialectical
and historical meterialism. To this point Eisenstein said, '"We should
always bear in mind that it is the profound ideological mearing of sub-
ject and content that is, and will always be, the true bas®s of aesthetics
a.d that will ensure our mastery of new techniques.'"lé

On the question of the role of "individualistic self-expression” in
art, Coomaraswamy again recognizes the same problem as Eisenstein; hu
pecause of thelr di’ ‘event world-views, which were responsible for rec-
ognizing the problem in the first place, each man would solve the prcblem
quite differently. First Coomaraswamy; "The painter's own shape comes
out in the picture...but this is precisely why the painter himself must be
a normal mun, since otherwise his peculiarity might be reflected in his
art. Fvom the Scholastic and Indian point of view, any such reflection
of {he person of the artist in nis work must be regarded &s a defect; /
whereas in later Furopean art, the trace of the artist's i{ndividual yd
peculiarities coming to be regarded as a virtue in the art, and flattering
the artist's pride, the way to aesthetic exhibitionism and the subsei-
tution of the player ("star") for the play were prepared. In {he same
vay the histor: of artists has replaced the history of art."l13% Coom-
araswar y views the interventlon of the individual artistic personality
into the form of a work of art as disrupting the harmony of a traditionally
ordered cultural pattern and hierarchy.
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For Eisenstein, "individualism" in art meant the residues of
"bourgeois individuslism". The continual struggle sgainst their stub-
born influence both in art and social practice, becomes one of the pri-
mary functions of the Marxist method of self-cricitism; the ongoing
re~examination of theory and practice. Throughout his life Eisenstein
consclously attempted to come to terms with and resolve this contradic-
tion within himself. It is granted that at certain times he was more
successful in this difficult tagk than at others; but more importantly
was his conscious recognit’on of the need for this struggle if he was
to consider himself an autheatic participant and spokesmen of the new
Soviet gsociety. On the difficult problem of combatting the influence
of "bourgeols residues" Eisenstein stated, "We must master the Lenin-
Stalin method of perception of real life and history to such a full and
deep extent as to be able to over-come all remnants or survivals of
former notions which although they have been banished from our conscious-
ness a8 long time, are obstinately and maliciously attempting to infiltrate
into our works ag soon as our creative vigilance is weakened even for a
single moment."l® Another manifestation of the struggle Eisenstein waged
with this contradiction was his statement, "The Mistakes of Bezhin Lug"
in 1937: "The mistake is rooted in one deep-seated intellectual and
individualistic illusion, an illusion wkich, beginning witn small things,
can subsequently lead to big mistakes and tragic outcomes... The illu-
sion thst one may accomplish truly revolutionary work 'on one's own’,
outside the fold of the collective, outside of 2 single iron unity with
the collective..,But the tradition of introversion and isclation had
already become rooted in me, I worked subjectively, within my own’ .
immediate group. I worked on a picture which was not one of flesh and
blood with our Socialist reality, but was woven of abstract images of this -
reality“l7 The importance of the qualitative re-examination of the
philosophic and aesthetic presuppositions of one's creative methodolagy
is reflected in the following remarks by Eisenstein: "To whom, however,
should the mistakes be attributed? And can it be saild that political
error 1s the result of a mistaken creative method?. Of course not. The
mistakes in the creative method nest in an error of 2 philosophic nature.
Philosophical crrors lead to mistakes in method. Mistakes in method.
Mistakes in method lead to objective political error and looseness. I

. must seriously work on my own optlook, and seek a8 profound Marxist
approach to new subject. Specitically, I oust study reality and the new
man... The subject of my new work can only be cf one type: heroic in
spirit, milftant in content and popular in its style... In preparing
the creation of such a film I see the way whereby I shall rid myself of
the last anarchistic traits of individualism in my outlook and crestive
method."18

Eisenstein’'s conscious preoccuptation with the development of philc-
sophic and aesthetic methodology as the means to achieve 2 desired effect,
and as a mesns for the persistent re-analysis of his own practice, also i
provided him with a2 comprehensive basis for a critical approach to the !
cinema of other countries; specifically, the bourgeois-democratic cinema .
of Germany and America.

In many respects,: the social and economic conditions of post-World

War I Germany were remérkably similar to pre-revolutionary Russia. The
cultural values of the Weimar Republic eventually culminated in the rise

‘ 281

s




-

of Nezism and Hitler;l9 while in Russia, a proletarian revolution
establ’shed a Soviet-Socialist soclety. The historical movement of this
process was documented in the Wel tanschauung of the films of this
period. It should be no surprise to discover how and why Fisénstein
interpreted the outlook of these German films; as it represented the
antithesis of the ideological-aesthetic presuppcsition of his world-
view. From Caligari (1914) through Pabst and Murnau, to' Lang's The
Testament of Dr, Mabuse (1933); the attitudes these films r¢ 'ected were
saturated with mystical-psychological escapism and a deep prevailing
pessimism. Tn sharp contrast, the newv Soviet filmmekers dealt optimis-
tically with material reality and often celebrated the collective achleve-
ments of their recent past. [Eisenstein characterized the difference - ...
between the pcst-war German cinema and the young Soviet cinema in these
words; "mysticism, decadence, dismal fantasy... The chaos of mnltiple
exposures, of over-fluid dissolves, of split screens,..reflected the con~
fusion and choas of post-war Germany, Our spirit urged us towards life -
amidst the people into the surging actuality of a regenerating country.
Expressionism passed into the foimatiVe history of our cinema as a
powerful factor ~ of repulsion."20 ~
The eventual tragic results of the national chaos of post-war
Germany forced some artists to re~evaluate the question of the intention
and effect of art in its ungvoidable social and political implications,
Concurrent with Eisenstein,®' the writcrs Walter Benjamin and Bertolt
Brecht addressed themselves to the soclal-aesthetic meaning of this
problem and its corresponding consequences,

In 1934, Walter Benjamin recorded in a diary conversations between
himself and his exiled friend, Bertolt Brecht. On this occasion Brecht
offered penetrating and wide-ranging criticism of a Benjamin essay on
Kafka. Brecht's criticism of Kafka raises serious questions, which are
still pertinent, concerning the problem of aesthetic presuppositions and
outlook, with their corresponding social implications. The year was
1934: July 6., 'As a visionary, however, Kafka, as Brecht says, has
seen vwhat was coming without seeing what was there,..., Kafka, he says,
had one and only one problem, and that concerned organization. {no adequate
worldéview, my comment). What had shaken himywas fear of the termite
state: how men, by their ways of communal 1i¥ing become alienated from
theginselves. And certain forms of this alienation he had foreseen, as .
eg. the procedures of the GPU. He had however, not found a solution
and not awoker| from his nightmare, Kafka's precision, says Brecht, is
that of an imprecise person, a dreamer. August 5, My Kafka essay, for
example ~ it was concerned with Kafka solely from the phenomenal side -
took the work as something grown by itself (and the man as well) and
severed 1t from all context, even from its connections with the author.
One muyst ask of Kafka: What does he do? Vhat is his attitude? And

.there, above all, one must primarily look at the general rather than the

specific. Then one can discover that in Prague he lived in;a bad circle

‘of journalists a-.d.pompous literati; in a world where literature was

the' chicf reality, if not the only one, Kafka's strengths, and weaknesses
both deiive from this view of things - his artistic value but also his
wvanifold mischief., 'But tlien there were in fact, Brecht said, certain
very interesting aspects. They could be elucidated; one/hould have o

B /
(:,'60! ;{‘

. | N




-

" from them, if only because of the lofty calmness inherent in thsir at~ .

265

imagine a conversation of Lao-Tse with the pupil Kafka, Loa Tse says:
'So, Pupil Kafka, the organization, the leasing and economic structures
in which you live have becune uncomfortable to you? - Yes, - You don't
feel at home in them any more? - No, ~ A share looks sinister to you? «
Yes. - And now you are asking for a leader to hold on to, Pupil Kafka.'
Of course this is reprehensible, says Brecht, I reject Kafka, of course.
And he brings up the parable of a Chinese philosopher on the 'sorrows of
usefulness,' In the forest there are different species of tree trunks. . ,
From the thickest, ships' timber is cut; from the less thick but still
considerable cnes box tops and coffin panels are made; the very thin
ones are used for whipping rods; but =on=wﬁm is made from the croocked
ones -~ they escape the sorrows of usefulness. 'In Kafka's writing one
‘must look around just as in such a forest, One will find a number of-
very useful things, The metaphors are good, of course, The rest,
however, is mystification. It is mischief. It must be passed over,
One does not progress by being profound, Depth is a dimension in itself,
just depth - in which, then, nothing at all comes to light.' August 31,
_Day before yesterday # long and heated debate on my Ksfka, Its premise:
the charge that it abets Jewish fascism that it increases and spxeads
the darkness around this personality instead of cutting through it, On
the contrary, what was needed was making Kafka more transparent, i.e.
formulating the practicable suggestions thst could be taken from his
stories, ‘
- /

It was to be assumed, said Brecht, that suggestions can be taken
titude, These proposals must, however, be looked for in -the area of the >
great general abuses besetting today's mankind, The stamp of these in
Kafka's work is what Brecht is trying to bring out. He deals primarily
:Hnw The Trial, He believes -that above all there is in the book the fear
of ithe growth, never-ending, irresistible, of the big cities., He claims

. totknow from his most personal experience the nightmare which this appre-

hension can throw a person. The incalculable alienations, dependencies,
bureaucratizations men are being exposed to in their present forms of
cexistence find their expression in the cities, On the other hand they
find their expression in the desire for the 'Fuhrer': someone whom the
petty~bourgeois - in a world where one person can pass the buck to
another and everyone is evading responsibility ~ can hold responsible
for all his misfortune, Brecht calls The Trial a prophetic book. ‘What.
the Cheka can degenerate into you may see by tooking at the Gestapo,'

Kafka's angle of vision:. "That of a men under the wheels,"22

In his important critical essay, ''The Work of Art in the Age of
Mechanical Reproduction,” Walter Benjamin discusses the social background
and consequénces of how a certain artistic outlook with non-gsocial pre~
suppositions may logically be consistent, and effectively employed to °
serve Fascist ideology. '"The growing proletarianization of modern man
and the increasing formation of masses are two agpects of the same process,

. Fasc.sm attempts to organize the newly created proletarian masses without

mmmonnpamnrmvnovmnnwmnn:nn:nm wrwnr the masses strive to eliminate.
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j of the body. WHar is beautiful because it enriches
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Fascism sees its salvation in giving these masses not their right, but
instead a chance to express themselves. The masses have a right to change
property relations; Fascism seeks to give them an expression while pre-
serving property. The logical result of Fascism is the introduction of
sesthetics into political life. The violaticn of the masses, whom Fascism,
with its Fuhrer cult, forces to their knees, hag its counterpart in the
violation of an apparatus which 1s pressed into |the production of ritual
values. '

war. War and war only can set a goal for mass mgvements on the largest
scale while respecting the traditional property system. This is the

* political formula for the situation. The technolpgical formula may be

stated as follows: Only war makes it possible toimobilize all of today's
technical resources whiie maintaining the property system. It goes with~
out saying that Fascist apotheosis of war does not| employ such arguments.
Still, Marinetti says in his manifesto on the Ethibplan colonial war:

'For twenty-seven years we Futurlsts have rebelled|against the branding
of war as antiaesthetic....Accordingly we state:....War is beautiful bee
cause it establishes man’s dominion over the subjug?ted machinery by -
means of gas masks, terrifying megaphones, flame thyowers, and small
tanks. Var is beautiful because it initiates the dieamt~of metalization
flowering meadow
with the filery orchids of machine guns. War is beautiful because it
combines the, gunfire, the camnonades, the cease~fire| the scents, and the
stench of putrefaction into a symphony. ¥War is beaufiiful-because it
creates new architecture, like that of the big tanks,| the geometrical
formation flights, the smoke spirals from burning villages, and many
others.... Poets and artists of Futurism!...remember these principles of
an aesthetics of war so that your struggle for a new literature and a new
graphic art...may be i1lumined by them!' This manifesgo has the virtue
of clarity. Its formulations deserve to be accepted;by dialecticians.

To the latter, the aesthetics of today's war appears asg follows: If

the natural utilization of production forces is impeded by the property
system, the 1lncrease in technical devices, in speed, and in the sources
of energy will press for an unnatural utilization, and fhis is found in
war. The destructiveness of war furnishes proof that séciety has not ¢
been mature enough to incorporate technology as its orgdn, that techmology
has not been sufficlently developed to Gope with the elemental forces

of society. The horrible features of imperialistic warfiare ara attribut-
able to the discrepancy between the tremendous means of production and
their inadequate utilization in the process of productiop~ in- other words,
to unemployment and the lack of markets. Imperialistic var is a rebellion
of technology which collects, in the form of 'human material,' the claims
to which soclety has denied its natural material. Instegd of draining
rivers, society directs a human stream into a bed of trexches; instead of -
dropping seeds from airplanes, it drops incendiary bombs |over cities;

and through gas warfare the aura is abolished in a new way.

'Fiat ars-percat mundus,' says Fascism, and, as Marinetti admits,
expects war to supply the artistic gratification of-a sense perception
that has been changed by technology. This is evidently the consummation
of "1'art pour l'art.' Mankind, which in Homer's time was an object of
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j
for the Olympilan gods, now is one for itself. Its self-alienation has
reached such a degree .that it can experience 1its own destruction as‘an
aesthetic pleasure of the first order. This 1s the situation of politics

which2gascism is rendering aesthetic. Communism responds by politicizing
art,"

The interrelational and interdependent nature of Eisenstein’z world-
view made him intensely conscious of the importance of thr: social
responsibility of the artist. This fact also explains hew the outlook:
of the film directors; Mauritz Stiller and Victor S)ostrém, F, W. Murnau,
Fritz Leng and others, could successfully be transplanted. from Eunoﬁe to
Hollywood, wh*'e Eisenstein could not. In 1947, Eisenstein cha;acterized
the majority American films as 'purve ors of spiritual po;qgﬁ « It
should be not . that Eisenstein's severe ideologlcal.attack on American
cinema was not solely theoretical but based on the still bifter memories
of personal experiences that he suffered in Hollywood and/itfexico. "The
ability to take any théme... and by means ~f exaggeratign (or some otber )
means) to reduce it « slowly and smoothlv to self-de; ‘ruction and final .
nothingness = this is probably one of the most cunnifig characteristics
of the American cinema. s

K

Filws of this type....glve rise to a cynigél iniuman attitude to
rea;ity. The men behind Hollywood businessmer aim to deprive the average
{American of all feelings of honour, to make/them cynical and egotistical.
This is necessary lest “e protest against the violation of laws and ’
justicé occurring daily, hourly in Americd.... Now all the filthy, direy,
- dark elements have come to the surface s¢ that the muddy water odscures
the thought of everything fine, pure an prngxessive. ’

++ A8 regards social problems América belongs not even in the nine« »

teenth century, but rather to the period of the Middle Ages and the
" crussdes, whose bonfires twinkle so familiarly at the bon‘ires of the
lynch courts, fed with high qualiry petrol. .

The skill, inventiveness and technical mastery of the American
cinema are used in the seryice of darkness and oppression fundamental
characterisiic features of ‘the cruegty and uriust syatem of imperialistic
soclety. i

American films coné;ibute actively-to the consoclidation of this
soclety by imposing upon the people. '

Thus the most vital of arts- the cinema~ 15 playing the most deadly
and destructive role...."?% As Marie Seton points out, "Twenty years " X
béfore, Eisenstein had written a critique for Joseph Freemen and compared
the cinema of the Soviet Union and in America.2> The United States had
hardly changed at all; The Soviet Union had grown a great deal and matured.
In the process of change, Sevgel Mikhailovich had suffered deeply, but
he'still resolutely believed in the future of the one system and the
ultimate death of the other."26

A continuity could be made to Marie Seton's remark that in Ewenry .
years "The United States had hardly changed st.all", by stating that in . / '(/’“"#‘

the subsequent twenty=five years, the United States had hardly changed
/ f

s
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"for perpetuating the darkness instead of cutting through it and s
_ us vhat.is really there, As Johri Howard Lawson has pointed out, "No-
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at all, If anything, the conditions typical of American‘cinema vhich
Elsenstein criticized have become even more obviously visible and
treme, as have all other aspects of the American soclety,

Seemingly in revolt against Hollywood's "good businese style" of
film: production, a mumber of experimental ‘and indépendent filmmakers
have .attempted tb explore the more "creative" possibilities of film art,
Most of these filmmakers have unconsciously created films in which.the

“effect.i{s not,unlike that of the typical Holly-studio production. Over-

emphesis .on formal-structural and perceptual problems at the expenge of
meaningful content is.in {ts effect in direct continuity with HOIIYWOOG s

systematic manufacture /of -unreality and illusion. Both are respansible
ing

other epoch {n history has seen men go universally confronted with the
poSsibility and necessity of change. Artists in capitalist socleties
may doubt the- possibility, but they cannot question the need. Every
importqnt film produced by these societies Sfom Intolerance to La Notte
documents the failure of the social order," Perhaps the long-range
possibilities of these experimental and independent filmmakers will in
the future prove more significant, and with changes in the social order
move outside {ts present small coterie of followers and assume a wider
social base and outlook.

p - . ]

The film is potentially too powerful a mass medium in effectively
depicting social realities and influencing attitudes and outlook: for
the film-artist to remain naively unconscioas of the presuppositions
of his world-view and the implications of his soé@al-artistic effect and
his corresponding social responsibility, ' .

LY

With great optimism {n the future of f{lm and society, I would 1like
to conclude with the words of Vachel Lindsay written in 1915, "As we
into the Mirror Screen some of us dare to'look forward to the time
when the pouring streets of men will become Bacred ﬂn each other's eyes,
in pictures and in fact,"28 oY -




.

\ : 269

POOTNOTES

1. The late Ananda K., Coomaraswamy with his view of the "ph¥losophia
perenis" was an outstanding representative of this tradition.
His basic belief was that the philosophic and religious experi-
ences of medieval European and Asiatic art, "were only slightly
different dialects of a common universal language.” Also see his
Christian Oriental Philosophy of Art, (New York: Dover Publi-
cations, 1938). .

2. 'Ananda K. Coomaraswamy, The Transgomtion of Nature in Art, (New
York: Dover Publications, 1956) p. 22, .

3. Ivids, p. 22,
6. Ibig.’ p. 22. ]

5. Marie Seton, Sersei M. Eisenstein, (London:. Bodley Head, 1952),
PP. 37243717, ,See Appendix 1L, '

6. Ibjds; pp. 460-463: See Appendix III.
7. boomaraswamy, M., p. 3.

8. Ibid., p. 25, ' | .
9:- Ibid., p. 50.

10. Ibid., p. 57.

11. Ibid., pp. 33-35.
12. Iﬁgi., p. 25 |
13. Ibid., p. 2?.\

14, Sergel Eisenstein, Notes of a Film Director, (New Yor’k: Dover
Publications, Inc., 1970) Pe 7. Appendix IV.

15. Coomaraswamy, op.cit., p. 178.

16. Seton, op.cit., p. 463, See Appendix III.
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l?.‘ Mo’_pp. 3?2”3?3.’ P 3?6. See Appendix II.
18. Ibid., p. 375., p. 377. .
19. Peter Gay, Weimar Cultuye: The Outsider as Insider, (New York:

Harper & Row, 1968) pp. 138-145.

"20. Sergel Eisenstein, Film Form, ed. and trans. By Jay Leyda, (New York:

Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., Copyright 1949) p. 202-3.
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23,

26,
25,
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27.
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See Eisenstein, "On Fhsclsm, The Geruan Cinema, and Real Life,"
1934, Also sea S, Kracauar, Caligar{.to Hitler,

Walter Benjamin, "Conversations With Bracht, Syendborgian notea"
Salmagund{, No, 17 (Fall 1971) PP 65-79,

Waltar Benjamiu, "The Work of Art in the Aga of Mechanical Repro-
duction”, 1936, Appaars in Illuminations, édited and with an

Introduction by Hannsh Arendt (New York: Schocken Books, 1969)
pp . 241"242 . . . - : \ .

Seton,. 0p. gt., Pe 470,

Sergel Eisenstelu, Film Essays and a Lecture, adited by Jay Leyda
(New York: Praeger Pub, 1970) “Soviet Cinema" 1928 pp. 20-31,

Saton, op.cit,

John Howard Lawson, Film: The Creativa Procass, (New York:
and Wang, 1967) p.‘353.’
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Ibid., p. 359
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D. Yue
San Francisco,state College

INTRODUCTI . . . .

Film study, as it is covered in the film departments in the acsdemic
world, is still very much a study undertaken in isolation from the realities
of our society. A glsuce -at thé general curriculum confirms this stubborn
detachment. We are likelY to find at the most 1 or 2 courses in the film
departments that designates as content, the relationship of film to scciety.
The rest i8 taken up by studies of film thecry (that is, theories of the art
form), film production (that is, the aspects of sound, lighting, etc. as
they apply to actual film productions), study of film forms/genres, and ftlm
history. ]

1Whether or not this is merely reflecting on the make-up of thie film
departments themselves (the faculty or the administration?) is-hard to say, &t
. this point. (That is, if it is to be believed that:.-"it is the students
thatfmake the schools”.) But on the whole, film students sre s very uninter-
. esting bunch. In class discussions, very little of significance is uttered
aside from the usual/ snickerings directed at other film-makers and/or theo-
retlcians. (Thfs is not to say that there are not some of the latter who do
“merdt' guch a reception; at the same time that there are “pseudo’s” a-plenty
that remain happily at large.) Papers on the study of particular filme as
written by film students have demonstrated 8 low level in their mastering of
the film medium, even only as an art form. The student films sre seldom
quality {ilms whather in form or in content. As for their persons, the pice
“ture is even less promising. Socially dull persons, limited in their interest
in things other than their own egos and their fiims, the narrowness in the
range of their knowledgeability and awareness of things: .these are the .

characteristics manifested in' the student film-makers’ 1nab1;tty to work with

one‘anothgr, their shallow personalities, and their isolation from society.
Now this unsympathetic criticism of the film students is not intended
to “down" them as human beings. Rather, its purpose is to call sttention
to the dilemma arising from films being produced out of the narrownsss of
the "iorld’ a» lived by these filmestudents, as social beinge alienated from
the collective. It is a dilemna which has slready had its precedence in
that world of Hollywood films and which has yet to be resolved, because the
cinema 1s & public art. And while the world cf films is but the fictional
world of the cinema, it iz nevertheless a screen-world populated with people
and things.

A WORLD IN TRANSITION

In the lagt 10 yaara alone. the social life of this country has undergone
tremendous chenges and upheavals in leaps and bounds, one thing following .
another; and the result has been 8 generally upward move in people's swareness
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and concern of the workings of their society. All around us people are
vaking up to the rcality of the rclatedness of things in the gocial world of
human activities-as they become increasingly aware of the fact that nothing
in the human world, and certainly not the problems we are still Taced with,
can be looked at or dealt with when isolated from other things; but that

. in fact 81l things are connected and ir turn affect and shape one another.
.Froz the protest of the Vietnam war, to the enquiry into government programs

abroad such ss AID end the Pesce Corps, as well 8s government spendings in

- general, From the Civil Rights movement to the riots in the ghetios, to

the Third World 1{beration movements. ' From the Free Speech Movement to the
demand for student control over their ‘own education, to the many ‘committee
involvement of young students in the communities. Young lawyers have by-
passed prestigious careers in law firms in order to serve the greater, and -

" more juftified too, needs of the poor and even engineers and ‘scientists

heve taken it upon themselves to investigate and protest the nature of certain -
research projects eagerly “encouraged” by governuent fundings; and then there

. 1s the rise of consumerism.

In the midat of this upsurge ari{aing from the genuine good faith that
we have always had to depend on the young of each generation to come up
with, films hawever are found to be lagging behind.

THE FILM STUDENTS & THEIR FTLMMAKING -

On the whole, Youth Culture remains the "scene" of the film students
whose number has been on the increase since the '60's as a result of the
interest in films generated by the discovery, on the American screen, of

. the New.Wave from Europe with its enthusisstic affimation that films can be

very derful things after sll -~ and even more wonderful 1f you are the

_maker o £11ms. Out of the wish to follow auit by making their own films,

however, it {s the pursuit of "aesthetics” that has become the reigning pre-
occupstion (raison d’étre) of these f£film students, so much s0 that content
and clarity of exposition in the films would be sacrificed. True there have
been the socially relevant themes of gome of their documentary snd/or
narrative efforts. Yet the end-products have only confirmed the low levels
of comsciousness among these students in the understanding of their.subject
matter: the existing social realities. For one thing, the parratives are
seldom beyond the Hollywoodian fabrications which, ironically. most young
people have considered with good resson .to be "plalti (This comes through
also in their film-writing afforts.) The documentaries made hava been
equally naive and superficial in their treatmemt or "study" of the sugject
matter, bs it the Cambodian crisis on most campuses g0 many springs ago, .
the city, or the ghetto. And yet it is not s matter of lack of experienc
because of their age. Unlike their ‘oun peer groups who have been activ, in
the struggle for change in the social world, the film students have shown a
genersl reluctance to participate to-become involved, both on the emot{onal
and the intellectual level, in keeping with their aloofnesg (which ma
continue to regard as being simply "Artistic”) to social realities and. an
unwillingness to give up those ill-founded pre-conceptions originsting from
the vacuum of "ideas” of tha contenplative artist slienated from his society,
in favor ol re~laarning from the concrate situations of existing reality.
The irrelevancy of their films is s common phaqomanon awong £ilms produced

by ghe film students.
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f Now, if films are reflections of the real world, then somewhere something
must have gone.terribly WIONGeoos "
 There are those (shall we say, ‘the majority?) who would blame it on the
masses, the potential audience for :-the "consumption” of films, for the seem~
ingly insurmountable difficulties faced by the truly concerned £ilm-makers
when it comes to producing the more serious films, Aside from the well sube
. stantiated argument about the diﬁficulty in obtaining financial backing,
the popular hypothesis offered in explanation of the present lack of serious
social films has been that the general film audience are ‘bluntly rejectins
the more serious cinema (witness thé fact that most European films of the
higher calibre do end up being distributed through the more specialized
outlets of art houses and college campuses); that the average audience being .
of the middle-class "silent majority" simply couldn't give a damn Jpout
social relevancy of such serious cinema, that the masses seek énly enter-
tainment, pure and simple. . 5;
- /
,The validity of this line of argument, I think, is wearins thin; and
in face of a rapidly changing world, it actually becomes thinner with each
day. While it is true thst the film industry's control over the. mass con-
sumption of films is still holding up quite well agsinst poaai@le llenges -
from outside, nevertheless there is increasing evidence that would nécessi-
tate a cloeer : t;tiny of this. line of defense as adopted by tﬁtuggual
frustrated film=Artist or the st111 hopeful begiqqg;eiwsuch as film students
themselves» : T .

. As I have said, the lsst 10 years have strongly provided us with proof //
that people everywhere, and in particular the young people (arnd the young,
dear Hr. "Here~I-am-another-artist-re jected=by=-the~unappreciating-mediocre=
Public", have been the majority among the paying movie audience everywhere!)
are searching for a relevant relationship to the larger world of their
community, nation-wide, world-wide, Furthermore, this high level of conscious~
ness on their psrt has not been’ just rhetoric, but it is constantly being
put- into practice° action in the concrete,

Therefore, along with what my own experience has taught me in regsrds

& to today's f£ilm students and those horde of "creative artists" flooding the
continents, my counter-argument is that the facts of daily living have = '
clearly demonstrated the depth of genuine and sophisticated social concern
and ‘awareness of the people; in particular, their awareness of the real needs
of their society. And if they continue to stay away from the more serious
cinema that deals with the modern problems of our human world, it is because
these films hsve not been able to bridge the gap between the intellectually
aloof and seldom participating film-makers or script writers of this cinema
on the one hand, and the mass of real-life vworking people on the other
hand. It is because the world of these films is too much separated from
their audience' immedinte realities: the "languagé' of the films are not
their language just as the world of the films' characters is not exactly
their world, (Take for example "L Aventura", 1Is the world of Sando and
Claudia that of the general movie-going audience? Or the vorld of Fellini's
"8 1/2" for that matter?) On the other hand, the entertainment filma that
they seem to prefer by comparison bear closer resemblance to their daily
1life: at least the situations look familiar, the characters seem to talk

. - .
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more like thg/person in the street, even their personal problems are not the
high-brow elitist ones arising from the clique of overly self-conscious
intellectuals and "Artists®. It seems that much as we find fault with the
plastic over-simpliatic, in fact phony, re-presentation of the world by the
commercial film industry and its commercial productions, it is this very
industry t*at has recognized more quickly and evaluated more correctly the
collective wishes of the masses. And naturally, being what it is, this
industry then proceeds to exptﬁtt—tﬁem. .

And so it is not so Wuch that the general film audience is indifferent
ito a new social cinema that should speak directly to them, but rather the .
inability thus far of film-makers, by that cinems they wish to create, to
meet these real needs of their society which accounts for the continuing
success and subsequent in, influence of the Hollywoodian world of film.

FILM AND POLITICS

In face of all this, what is even more alarming is the indifference of .
fi1lm students to the political function that is by implication interior to
the cinema, to every film -- the very object they themselves are in the act
of making. -

To quote Eisanstein and say: "’ "No ¥ilm is a political™ is omne thins to /

actually seek to understand it is something else. . ; o
%

The relationship of film to politics, the relationship of film to
ideology, these lave been subjects of much intenaive investigation in the
i past (as in the studies in filmologla). And today as a result of upheavals
and the subsequent rise in the political consciousness throughout much of:
Europe, such investigations and enquiry are once more being taken up, this
time in a new dfrection that reflects our new awareness of the political
nature of .our social existence. (I refer, for example, to the debates going
between such film literature circles as France's Cahiers, Cinéthique, lLa

- Nouvelle Critique.) - \ . i

However, these various attempts at an understanding J the cinema
through the dialectical matcerialist point of view have been practically
ignored in this ?ountry vhose Civil Rights Movement-and student protasts
have spearheaded their parallels 'in Europe and elsewhere. And there haa been
little or no effort on the part of the film faculty and film study programs
to bring it to the attention of those atudents engaged in the making of films.
Perhaps it is the naive prejudice of those persons as generally constituting
the faculty in film and the creative arts. While they never tired of lectur~
ing on the power of films in shaping public opinion or the power of TV
commercials (and once in a while even willing to concede to the argument that
all films are propaganda), the prevalent attitude remsins to be: ‘Ve don't
want to get involved in politics."

And yet, has not thé experience of the last 10 years been sufficient

for us to realize that the world we live in is indeed a political world,
and that we do live our lives as political beings?
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' And for those who are engaged in making cinema, or at least working
toward thaF, can there be .anything more irresponsible: ‘to not’ engage them-
selves in an examination or re-examination of that which is their practice
as a part of the social forces of production, to ask to know what exactly
is that which they undertake to create == people who, ignoring even the need
for some re-thinkins tinue nevertheless to make/produce £ilms? And this
is only puttfﬁg it mildly, 0:kﬂt are social beings in a gocial world where
no one can live isolated from the- others or to be free from influence by them,
or from influencing them in turn; and Eilm-making is a public art, films do
belong in the realm of nass media.

- "\

~ CRITICISM OF THE FILM Dgpmmrs T e e

At this stage, the brunt of such criticism.is ditected at the filmm °
departments for their failures to provide .ground for the development of a new
body of -yoing f£ilm-makers who would be more ready and able to engage in}the -

_ making of films in a more realistic and responsible coatgxt' as an act that

i is.rot just Martistic"in itgelf but {is in fact closely rﬁleted to the éulture,
the economy, and’ the politics of their society, and from |there on to re-
evaluate their own tole, their own work, theiy own participstion in that
soclety. ) . . , -

_The film departments are to be criticized, I think, because in the first
plscé they have a choice. They have required us’to take couraes iu film
history, in film'writing, film production, £ilm theory (the film as an art
form rather than as anything elgse). Supposedly this is 8o.that we would .
be more equipped to produce good films, to create. "Art“, or at least to arrive
at a better appreciation of filmg. But could it not algo have required an
equally-weighted study of the film as mass medis, its role in culture and -
politics,. and in the conditioning of people by the political system of their

"~ society, the function of film as a "vehicle of ideology"? I think it could.
And isn't it at least the responsibility~~if it should not {n fact be the pur-
poser-for those engeged in providing education to require just as proficient
an unﬂerstanding on the part of students of the very subject of their investi-
gation/study? (And in the case of film, an underatandins of the very processes
of its re-production?) Hasn't the academic world wakened up sufficiently
by now, or does it still need another of those belated jolts, to the just
discontent of the young at_the irrelevancy of the stuffs. that schools are
made of in relation to daily ‘1living?

— %

While it may be true that atudLnts are relatively "free" to enroll
in courses outside their own departments according to their particular
interests, it won't do either for the film departments to point to this
"freedom” in order to gloss over their own failures for not being equipped
to provide those students wishing to pursue things within their area of study
"to the deep”, with that opportunity. For as persons whoae primary. pre-
occupation ig with film, we know very wall that a thorough study of film
can be carried to its fullest only withim the film departments whose purpose
for exiatence is precisely film. For one thing, the other departmerts,
while offering courses perhaps releting tha interests of these departments
to the £ilm medium, even with the best of intentions, will not be able to
give enough emphasis to any intensive investigation by way of research:
since there is not the concentrated practice involving the film medium itself
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the real worquthat everyone lives in? - T .

-

by the people, in particular the faculties, that make up those departments.
Therefore, as personp/who "handle''film, who do share a common "language" .
whether as students or teachers-orisimply filmwmakera, we are indeed in

a better position to,nndért' e the thorough* re-examination o£ our chosen -
practice. !

So I think the ultimate-question to be posed at this point is: will
it be the coming to terms with existing socisl realities or will it be &
continued ev pion on the part of those in charge of film study programs,
to take on the responsible role of actively reaohing out,xo meet up wi with

!

. \ L=
CONCLUSION: ' A PROPOSAL\FOR CHANGE . ,

In conclusion then, I would like to propose that fiim study in the '70s
be directed toward a re-constitution of the entire program—fn the film
departments. Thst film study' programs brogden their scope considerably
to no longer Iimiting themselves to the artistic aspects of- £film, but to

‘ devote themselves equally=--bacause of the aptual greater needs--to the RIS,

study of the psychology of film (as .conscious or undonp ous communication,
the conditioning of mass behavior and thought patterns), the study of the
relationship of film to polfftics {the interior workings of f£ilm, the £11ms
and’ their times, the use of /films), and an ofen and. thorough examination ‘ )
of the views on art and .litfrature by the different political systems jof I
thé qifferent societies wit in our epoch, and hencé’ the fole of the filme "
mwko in society. . / - .

I make this proposal not only because I think a need for it exist
and has. to be met, bdut also betause I fell { E not an impossible tesk:.
to be underﬁaken, even if for p%aotfcal purpose confined within- the scademic
departmonts of film {n the immediate future-pbui\only temporarily. Fpr -
beyond our practice of film-making is the greatoqiresyonsibility for
as people. who "handle" films, to educate the Publ ¢ about the medium and
1ts workings (in a way no like the goals. of congumerism, though we must
oertainly-go further than mere listing of ingredionfs when it comes to
mass medis). For if we should agree to a need for ‘the de~constructian
of the cinema, in one way or another, whether in itb form or ita conflent or -
the workings of its various elements, we will need ultimatoly to rely on the
maases to participate consciously in such efforts in'order to carry it
through. For it ia by maes action that fundamental changes in any society

are £inally affected. } T
. \‘-. .

\,
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*f’soCisiist, and comnunist ;societies, utilized to continue the \

THE IMAGE OF VOMEN IN THE CINEiiA - ' 1

Sieh-Bua Beh ' i ' .
University of Californta, Lcs Angeles ) -

(Edited text of presentation and discussion transcriptions)

- e, e Bt B,

Sieh-ﬂws 8eh: It will be interesting to see how this prssentstion Creates an

effect. My presentation will be rather indiscreet. What I will do.is make 8_ s
few statements and everyone shoyld feel free to intarrupt for questions as 1 “

talk. The topic 1s '"The Image of Vomen _in the Cinema".

! __.—--—-“""""

_#;_.grhe ¢inema 15 a powerful and active agent of thé male-d¢n
pression and
htipng the

suppression of women by reinforcing female steraotypes and by
sxchologicsl, .

vwoman's self-determinatibn in the cinema by a series.of politich
sConomic, and social :heasures. ; _ ; ;
. ‘,/! ) I~ A
. The stereotype roles plsyed by .women are many'/ child-yoman, as in Llolita ~. -
and- Baby Doll; self-sagrificing, ‘ambitious, qagressive -and u Qérupulous mothers,
as in Stella Dalles, Hird, Fast, and Besitiful, and Little Foxes; good-hearted -
vhores, as in Camille, The Last ggns Mae Wast £ilms, and Nana. 1t this last Cstsgory
also includas groupied,'as in Mﬁliés“ Trip| to the Moon, ssx‘Rider, Big Fsgse
and Little Halsay, Two-lLane Blscktqg) There's a catagory of sd-hesrted[whores
or cynical vamps in Theds Bara films lika Tarnishad Angels a Gun Crazy.” You
have the universally evil woman in Gi ;ﬂﬂ and Lady from Shanghsi. (In Gilds it's
vary strange bacausa in the film you kéep hearing that the woman is dsngerous )
and evil yet all through the film. you don't know what sha has dona to ba bad except
look seductive and baautiful. I guess that's Rita Hayworth.) You hava tha 'good
wife! in-Cukor's Vomen, the frigid career woman in Craig's Vife and Fgmgg of
Distinction, the. 'girl Fridsy's', as in Hawk's Girl Friday. And you have the
liberated women in Adam's Rib, Baby Maker and Love Story, atc.,, atc., etc. -
Ue could go on and on c¢iting one-dimensionsl caricaturas.
!

The proof or avidence of these stereotypes can ba witnessed in plots, mise~
en-scana, and in methods of film techniqua such as lighting, framing, ler.s-use,
editing, and sound. After listening to M, Metz last night, I really hope that
aemiologists could demonstrsts semiotically the abuse in ths use of the imaga

of women in c¢inema. . ‘\ .

Let us consider the plot. The 'story usually has a mala rotsgonis:\hnd'
the women are always in the periphary, no matter how iuch the story should not
belong to thée male protagonist. For axample, The Iast Pictura Show is the story
of a male protagonist who is incredibly insipid inactiva, and passiva. Anothar
such example is Slaughterhouse Five, Evan in these casas vhera tne male 1s passive
and the female character is interesting and active, tha male is still the
protazonist,

Vot 4
. .

The plots of Hollywood films in ths forti€®had women &8s central I .ures,
~ but they usually eristed as powerful forces of evil, dastined to die, to be

Rib.

ConcErning tha hise-en-scene, woman usually occupy tha background and other
negative spacas, But most often, they ara not even on screan bacause it's not
their story that is baing filmed. ‘For exampla, in The Sorrow and the Pity, & 4 1/2

hour film daaling with tha Razi occupation of Franca, an occupa n'involving'
millions of woman as well as men, the whola film intarviaws ofily man, . It 1s not

nated, Cspits}ist, L ;

L e R T N

von over, . or to be controlled by men, even in such wnmen‘s 1ib' films as Adsm‘ \\”
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'rlike, you see the voman as occupying central space, but only as an {mpersonal .
r ohJect.| In Clockwork Orange, vhen’ the woman is to be raped, she does get central

{aake of tHe ‘women but for the greater art of individual, egocentric male directors

as a trick to emphasize feminine softness and delicacy. .The avwkwardness is

until the very end that a fey minutes are snent with a woman, There is a big

scene in the filk where a woman was trying to talk--trying to say something

very important-=put she's far in the background with men in front. The camera ;
is reluctant to move an inch to let her talk; the camera movements are very

patronizing, as if to say ‘'Oh, ‘for God's sake, shut up s0 I can move bsck to
the men.’ The woman was just screaning in the background all the time. Yet
this {8 supposed to be a very good documentary. ' :

*

I

But if the wnmen should occupy the central space, it is usually a frontal
§ﬁat, siowing her as foreboding, cold, unscrupulous, impersonal, or about to

e killed (a3 in Psxcho) In Little Foxes, Hard, Fast and Beautiful, and the

space: the close~up is reserved for the womap’s sexual parts, but naver the e

.male's genitals. ] . -
- /?-

" “‘ﬁ —r

e Turning to more specifically technical questions, we find the. same thing

in lighting._ There are attempts to glorify the beauty of women, not for the

in competition with each other. .For example, Von Sternberg with darlene Dietrich
and-Lubitsch with Greta Garbo. The beauty, or-'look' of a Woman, is imposed
by a male view cf beauty, manipulated solely for his male aesthetic. satisfaction. ,

We can consider types of lenarusage. Diffusion, star filters, etc. are used /‘x;

obvious when. the camera cuts back and forth between the fu&zy,fheautiful woman,

and the vell-defined man. / ’ L . s

Editing seems to follow ‘only one principle- Appeal to the miqu?eaction.
it is as 1f film 1is too expensIVe to be wasted on'women's reactions unless they
somehow reaffirm the man'in some way. For example, in Love Story Ali McGraw
humbly asics the husband to let her take a job just long enough to support him
through’school. His reaction is a sneering, "HO, HO, HO!\, but we do not cut
back to see Ali's response to that.. The man seems to be gﬁven the 'last say'

}n every frame or in every sequence. SR ¥ :

Then we ‘come to sound, specifically the exploitation of women's scresms of
horror, or the sounds of women's pleasure, in sex. Never would we hear the
sounds made by men in bed. (Laughter) This is a repressive fantasy.: To digress
for a moment, it seems to me that the way a woman is 'laid' in f{lm seems to J
make it impossible for her to have any pleasure. Sometimes the man doesn't
unzip his fly before he jumpi‘intd bed. Such situations are alsc repressive to
the¢ man because he cannot express pleasure; this seems a small price to psy,

™

however, for pOWer -and control. ) ) ; Lt
N . !
S
it all adds up to the oppreseicn and suppression of women aa a lower caste. .
The movies become a dangerous vehicle false values and sentiments when people

begin to' 1ive by movie standards, cite movie characters as exemplary figures,
»and adhere to movie values for definitions \£\§uch notions as good, bad, love, ‘

hate,, beauty, ugliness, marriage, pTriotisln, ete. X |
. Vomen who aspired to look like Jean Harlow or rilyn Ndnroe, to have 40
.inch busts, though manufacturers are too practical ke 40 inch- Yet

this is only a small detail out of numeroua daily situdtions that lead women
to be labelled schizophrenic. The screen, supported by magazines, set up {EEEIQRnHHHH\;

\ . impossible to-imitate, while objective living calls for a more practical agproach
to life. Vhen system-movie~image and system-imovie-values are substitutes for real
Q values, then schizophrenia, superficiality, perverted egocentricity, violence, ;
[KC “"'*and other neuroses becmne rampant . 803 .

o v N
. - ' . . . e B
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o \ The plot always reserves male integrity and sell%)women out, no matter
how much of a 'liberate I: the £film may have. For ‘example, Adam's Rib is

a very successful film until the end, when Spencer Tracy asks Katherine Hepburn,
1 Can't you even admit thet there is some difference between 8 man and a vwoman?"
And ‘Hepburn says, “But of course,”, And he says, "Like the French say, 'Viva

la différence!”™ And he pushes“her\into bed and closes the canopy. And that's
the énd of the scene. Another example is Forty Guns, wheére Barbara Stanwick
was the strong character all along; vet, in the last shot, you have her running

after the man on foét, dressed in a long skirt, while he is riding out of town. .
Or take Love Story. How liberal and \hip Ali looks, but when she dies, we're C .

not even concerned about her death, but about the reaction and tragedy of the
" man. And finally, The Baby Maker, which seems to argue that it is liberal to

sleep around and have other people's babies. Such stereotyping does not allow .

a three-dimensional rendering of the character on the part of the actor. //(
- . : i — -

Jean Renoir thinks that the one~dimensionality of the American film lies

with che American pyeoccupation with technique, sacrificing the ‘characters.
T maintain that it i{g/the mental attitudes toward stereotypes that cause a super-

- ficiality in the trgatment of fily character.

i

_Film also'mgnipulates women to be against themselves, to have internecine’
rivalries, just ike colonizers do in thefr colonies. A lot of women directors
iniioliywood meke films -agreeing with man's image of what women should be. They
do not make films radically.different from the men. . '

Cinems 1is a very sexist industry, almost completely closed to women. It
is very hard For women to.get jobs, even in the fields of editing and ‘script-
writing., If they are allowed into the industry, the only jobs they net are
typing and other work. The studios are controlled by men. In Hollywood, the
. top echelon was Zukor, Fo, Hayer, Laemmle, Goldwyn, the larner brothers, and
©oN Loew, all without exception petit bourgeois European immigrants, who created
big monopolies and incredible wealth as business tyrants and con artists with
artistic pretentions. They survived the cut-throat industrial wars and-egtablished
destructively ccmpetitive patents in the £ilm indugtry. These movie barons -
guaranteed an oppressive ideoclogy, perpetuating ﬁaise sentiments and values and
reinfofﬁing stereotypes. The top male stars, -directors, and other male lackeys
had it sood as long as they conformed to 'system cinema'; so did a small handful
of women. '

Censorship boards are another methods of oppressing women. Tthile Hollywood
ran rampant, the guardians of public morality and decency, in the form of
censorship boards, set up extensive codes against obscene behavior, that is,
behavior vhich could incite to crime or appeal to prurient interest or that
might jeopardize the safety of the government. In ilemphis there were codes
against using any songs by Lena Horne, because ° there are plenty of good white
singers.” The film Curly was banned becpuse it showed black children visiti%g
a white school: "The South does not peymit Negroes in white schools nor -
rqpogniZq/aetiél equality between races, even in children.” ¥hile censorship
boards dverywhere were diligently maintaining public morality, decency, and
system safety, they never even bothered about the derogatory stereotyped image

. of vomen. They never once agitated against the perniciousness of false values . .
'perpegpa:fﬁﬁ—of false sentiments, 'or misleading, superficial interpretations of
Froewiian psychology turncd out by the dozen by hackuriters and directors.

Of course, the film institutes are also controlled by men, as are theatre
chains, organized film festivals, and academy awards. Predominantly male f£ilm
critics have promoted oppressive theories, while 'leftist' film magazines seem

-only to have concern for mingrity male groups in the Third Vorld.
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A lot of film history is incredibly incomplete because it doec not cover
women directors and women involved in the industry. Ffor example, in Andrew
Sarris', American Cinema, a 365 page book, he has only one page that i{s given
over to women. And this is what he says: ‘lda Lupino (£918- )“and then he
lists the films. Underneath he writes, ' 1da Lupino's directed films express
much of the feeling if little of the skill which she has projected so admirably .
as an actress. She is given three lines for having directed ten films. Bear
in mind that this is a book grounded in 'auteui’ theory and that Sarris talks
about some male directors who have directed only one insignificant film. Sarris
goes on to say: o

-

But while we are on the subject: Lillian Gish, that actress -
. of actresses, once directed a film (Remodelinx Her Husband-=-
. 1921), and declared aftervard that directing was no job for
a lady. Simon de Beauvoir.would undoubtedly argue the con-
trary, but relatively few wpmeﬂ'have put the matter to the
test. Dorothy Arzner, Jacqueline Audrey, Mrs. Sidney Drew,
Lilian Ducey, Julia Crawford Ivers, Frances iarion, Vera .
McCord, Frances Nordstrom, Mrs. Wallace Reid, Lois Veber, ———
and Margery Vilson come to mind as little more than a
ladies' auxiliary. (The unwary historian might also include
such certified males as Monta Bell and Marion Gering). A
.special footnote must be devoted to the widow of Alexander —
Dovjenko, particularly for .such séance productions as Poem =
..from the Sea and Years of Fire. A longer and cons;gerably T
more controversial footnote would be devoted to Leni
Riefenstahl, pore .for the relativefob3ectivity of her Olympiad
than for the blatant contrivance of Triumph of the Will.
The jury is still out on Vera Chytilova, Shirley Clark, Juleen
Compton, Joan Littlewood, Nadine Trintingnant, Agnes Varda,
and ¥-° Zetterling.

Vhat is to prevent Andrew Sarris from talking about them? thy Should the jury
be out?
Bazin states that the neo<realist films are good because they expose
the good spiritual qualities of human beings. But at the same time what he ’
actually posits is not a universal world view but a male world view, De Sica,
in The Bicycle Thief, in the way he frames and the way he shoots, concentrates
upon the man, Yet, .if he is interested in the struggle of poor people, he
would have showed the wife of the man who can't get a job.

And I think the most dangerous critic and theorist of all is Yves de
Laurot, since his entire theory of 'engaged cinema' rests upon a moralwethice v
philosophy favoring men. To quote de Laurot: "Thus, if there is not American
cinema of value, it is due not only to the lack of talented filmmakers, but
'primarily to the lack of filmumakers who are men.... Despite self claiﬁp, there
is today in the U.8.A, literally not a single critic capable of positi
values as a man.,"

i

Jim Lingon: Hold it. 'Man' is 'mankind®.
Beh: I would like to take 'man' as 'mankind', but to be consistent with what
he says, 'man’ means 'man’.

-

' 2
Linton: Can you give us the context from which you take that statement? "Could
you expand the conteXt so that we can see how the passage relates to a larger
whole?
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Beh: Let me read another quotation -first. "A vomen's liberation based on the
flrsc response begins where the popular writers on Homen' s‘Liberacion leave

off. It moves beyond the question of the liberation of women to the quescionf

of freedom for all. And as it transcends these medis starlets~~among others,

Kate Millet, Betty Friedan, Shuamith Firestome, Germsine Greer, and, predictably,
and appositely enough, Yorman Mailer=--it reveals that from the starc, variously,
and vigorously, they have been attacking a faux probleme, & non-existent

problem. For the lack of & political consclousness due to & moral vold, to

judge from their work, has blinded them to the ultimate courses of women's plights,”
The end result of dé LaurOCVQ article is to say that women should not
really be so #elf-indulgent &g to think sbout Vomen's Liberation, but should
think about other broader issues like the war in Viet Nam and the Third Vorld
and the oppression of minority groups. He seems willing to sell out half of
the human population by being a.dedicated revolutiongxy for & percentage of
males of this world.

L __Iiinton: .I don't think that the pafficular essay that you're quoting was
_.—included with our packets of materizls. »

Christian Koch: It was, unfortunately, inadvertently omitted, but one of Mr.
de Laurot's women assistants is xzeroxing the section right now. (Laughter)™

Julis Lesage: I think, #r. ¥och, you defined the problem!

Linton:.- .The point I would like to make #s that 1t seems to me that the first - _
letter that de Laurot prints in that article [reference is for series of articles"-
by de Laurot appearing in tne magazine Cinéastel was sent in by a& woman who

became disenchanted with Vomen's Liberation. Now it seems to me that' you

could take s couple of approaches to that latter. Either she has false
consclousness or else sk~ really ha: hit upon & lot of accurate points. It

would seem that the Woma's Liberation movement 18 also open to criticism.-.

John Llewelyn: There's a line here I'd like to read from one of Mr. de Laurot's
articles: '"There is, still even among revolutionaries, the paradox of a woman
to become fully human, {reely transcendent. To avoid being treated with either
contempt or comndescension, she has to become like & man."

Beh: One should think of women as the first caste ever to be colonized,

before the colonialism of other countries and minority groups, even before

black coloniaslism. And naturally there are many stages in such coloniiﬁcion,

as Franz Fanon talks about in the Wretched of the Earth. During these /stages,
there 1s much false consciousness and 'the colonizer sets the oppressed;againsc
aeach other in order to keep tham oppressed. N \}

I would not be surpvised 1if de Laurot, with his consciousness, djd not
publish these letters in their original form, but.embellished them and turned
them into script form. It's very peruicious.

Linton: The first letter, if I remember correctly, was published axg nox expanded. ¢

Bill Michols: Both letters have 2 style éhac is very similar to his own. (Laughter}
. ; .

Linton: I'm not supporting him. He can support himself later on. What I'm

saying is that Women's Tiberation is & moralpronouncement and as such it 1is

not above examination.
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Lesape: That's the problem with de Lauw ‘t. He's speaking from 2 moral pro-
nouncement, but maybe vomen are speaking from oppression. There's a difference.

John Tokar: You attributed the statement that for Fanon the woman was the

first colonized group, but I thiuk the first person who made that point was
Engels in The Family, Private Property, and the State. He talks about women

as the first exploited classes. I think that de Laurot's intention 1s to

posit the responsibility for oppression in what he considers its actual cir-
cumstances and not to say that it is men, or man generically per se who 1is the
oppressor, but the situation in which he is found. .

Linton: 1In the letter de Laurot quoted, a woman explains why she left the
movement. She claimed to have seen various sisters within the movement exhibiting
jealousies against other sisters. There were personal problems there. Another
idea she raised was her disagreement with the basic anti-man position as not

being for the liberation of mankind but for the castration of the male.

Beh: The thing that I'd like to suggest 1s that it 1s part of the male defense
mechenisém to see the position of being anti-man as beilng castrating. They

do not choose to see it as a political stand wherein you identify your enemy.
The whole System may be corrupt, but there was-a man behind the whole system.
It was not created by women. Men, of course, suffer from their stereotypes,
but it {3 not a great price to pay to suffer a stereotype that maintains your
dominant and powerful position.

” kar: You could take your position to its logical conclusion and dismiss
all of Marx's analyses on the basis that he was a man.

‘Beh: There are many good things that can be taken from Marxism. I would
simply say that Marxism is not prior--I think feminism has to come before Marxism.

Tokar: I ;hink he saild that himself.

Beh: And to keep both from being corrupt, anarchism should be the third to follow.

Richard Chalfen: I would say you're talking about socialization, really. You
seem to be saying that children grow up and see the position of women on the
screen and then grow up knowing how to live and behave. It seems to be a cause-
effect relationship that you posit. 1'd like to know how you substantiate that.
I mean, an annual problem is the relation of television vinlence to real
violence. Millions of dollars are going into the studias being done on

the ettect of violence on children. And I think we're coming to some agreement
that there is no agreement: there is no direct proof one way or the other. And
yet you've made the tatement that there's something going on, in terms of

cause and effect, relevant to the content of films.

Beh: I'm not saying that the cinema is the only thing that causes the
shallow sentiments which lead to a very perverted life. But Wwe are talking

.about the cinema as being an active agent whereby it reflects reality and then

becomes reality itself and finally keeps it going. Cifiema 1s not a passive
thing hanging on to reality but is enmeshed with it in ¢ complicated process.

Chalfen: If your comment about 40 inch bras had really been the case, the industry

would have caught up with those People and would have started manufacturing
40 inch bras. That didn't happen.
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Malcolm Gordon: Proving a cause-effect relationship between film and our society
isn't really the question. TIt's really that our society affects film. It's

a reinforcement. That's why the thing on cause and affect is sticky, I really
agree with everything you have saild Sieh~Hwa, but saying cause and effect is
troublesome. I think if you would talk in terms of reinforcement you would be
better off. The problem with tryifg to see if television violeuce causes real
violence is that it is the other way around. It reflects what we want to coe

in our society.

Beh: It is a very curious fact that in numerous movies you have the movies
themselves belng conscious of their effect 'h people. TFor example, in Stella
Dallas, Barbara Stanwick and her boy friend go to see a movie in which there is

a final romantic kiss. And as she comes out of the theater she says: "How

I vish I could be refined like those movie people.’

gimg;hg_ngagz Going along with what Malcolm was just saying, you've implied,

if not directly stared, that stereotypes exist a priori to the cinema or we
wouldn't.have them in the cinema, that the tradition of nineteenth century.

romantic kitsch is very much what the cinema grew up ¢n, that the stereotypes

had to exist or else cinema wouldn't have used them. Now if you take the view

that stereotype in the cinema is actually social stereotype carried on one step
further, and reinforced, then if you take your scene from $tells Dallas, the cinewa
15 not réally affecting socicty at that level, but werely visualizirg sometliing that
occurs outside of the cinema. Hair atyles outside of the cinema'are not effectually

connected to halr styles in the cinema.
Beh: It 1is not so much the hair styles themselves, but all the values that go

into hair styles.

Linton: You are working with both a reinforcing and reflecting agent when you
discuss cinema. Cinema tends to limit the options that women see themselves
as having. :

Beh: The cinema does not give alternate life styles, or even suggeat them.

-

Llewelyn: 1I* doesn't give alternate life styles for anybody.
Participant: That 18 how it keeps pélitics at the status quo.

" T
Dorjis Yue: I think it is ridiculous to go on and on about cause and effect
because it becomes the chicken and egg debate. I think that Beh has presented
the corrected view point because she is emphasizing the responsibility that £ilm
must bear for the way it conditions women. Certainly there has been a historical
development of sexism, but it is false to say that since cinema only began
in the 20th century it is, therefore, not an agent of oppression.

‘Fe cannot deny that the mass mcdia 18 so strong the world over that the
cinema actually perpetuates oppression of women and reinforces the oppression
and even creates the oppression. Tt has a heavy role and more powerful than
ever role of creating and perpetuating this society.

Host of the people who work in writing films are men. The industry is
ovned by men and the directors are men. "hat kind of women have they come up
ith? Even the -more sophisticated or intellectual portrayals of women in new
fNms, such as the New Vave films, still defame the woman's image. The system
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is encouraging women to be that way, How can we deny that the cinema is very,
very guilt for those things. Somebody was saying that you can't say men are
the oppressors of women., Let's make an analogy to the woman's situation in
this country, that of the situation of while versus black. Are you going ro
tell me tKat the cinema, as it has existed, must not bear & very heavy
responsibility for perpetuating'and encouraging racism?

Linton: I would like to know if you have some films to talk about that you

. feel do portray a cogent, r alistic picture of women. I'm thinking particularly

of Kate Millet's Three Lives, a film by, if I may use the term, one of the
mothers of feminism in Amerita. [ believe that the review that I read was .
written by a woman, and in it, 'she camg down very hard en the images that were
portrayed. Is purely the result of falee consciousness?

Beh: t'omen can make very bad women's films. I think & good £ilm is the Homen's
Film, made by Newsreel of San Francisco. But not only women make good women's
films. I find that Godard made very good films; in fact, I think that his ™
bourgeois f£ilm period is much more political than hias political period. Filins
like Vivre sa vie and Contempt are fantastic atudies in the sexist problem.

In talking about Women's Liberation, we are talking about the oppression \\
of 31% of the human race. . The wonen's movements cuts across class lines, cuts
across color lines, and national lines,

Llewelyn: 1In Sweden, one of the questions that has come up is & reorientation
of the Vomen's Liberation 'problem. And the wgy they label it is the 'sex role
debate'. The liberation of women, it seema.to me, is not just fre women.
The point is that we're human beings that have to interact and it's a{question
of how men treat women. How do then as human beings interact with othey men?
And it seems to me that the image of man as & human, rather than this sex
identification, is vefy impoktant. :

In Sweden, they have a’ concept of the hammémen, vhich is like a housewife,
except it is a houseman. He stays home and takes care of the children while
the wife goes out and makes a living. She haa her carveer if she wanta., They
teach men to knit and to cook and the rest, in school now. And ﬁhey'afe trying
to meke it a realistic part of the education. It may very well be that concrete
alternative life styles should be proposed. If you are going to start talking
about liberating women, it seems to me that you have to make a symmetrical
relationship where men are concerned. . 4 :

Beh: It is taken for granted in the women'a movemeA@ that feminism is a
liberation of all these roles, all these myths, fanthsies, etc. Of course,
we have to identify as feminists because that's wherg the oppression is the
strongest at this point in history. And we cannot tallk about 'hunanubeings s
in general because that again would be losing our position.

Tokar: To take that.to its logical conclusion, you would make & distinction
between North Vietnamese men and North Vietnamese women?

_ Beh: Oh, yes. For exasmple, after the Algerian war, the Algerdan women were

sold out, although during the war they had been used in drastie\ways. The
same 18 tyuye in Cuba.

Tokar: . Do you feel they are being used in China, also?

e
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Beh: I don't tvust the Chinese postion. They might be using women because
they need them economically, as happened in North Korea.. Americans killed
such a large number of North Korean men that they needed women and children to
help build up the soclety.

At the same time, you see that the only person in power right now in
China 1is Chung Ching, Mao's wife. In a Chinese type of family system, the
man usually trusts the wife more than he would a male opponent because she {is
his wife and he is on top of her, and he controls her.

Tokar: I think‘chac'g a curlous analysis, and I would like to hear how you
would respond to The Red Detachment of Women. How would you talk about the role
of women in thst situation, in that historicsl context?

Beh: The Red Detachment of Women is a very good film because, first of all,
the technique and performance is superb.

Tokar: That’s what Gene Kelley sald as he was ﬁarrating the program on NBC.

Beh: They have made ballet, which had been dead a long time, a vital force,
changing radically a lot of movements. For example, the toe shoe was invented
in the courts of louils XIV and given over to women, imposed upon women, to

show the daintiness of women. ' But in the Chinese Ballet, it is used as & force
of strength. Unlike most ballet, where the woman is dependent upon the man for
the pirouettes, for the grande jetee, the leaps, the women do all the acrobatics
alone and unsupported. And where women in traditiondl ballet have round amms

to show a soft line, here the women have very strong hands, and a clenched

fist, In the costume, instead of those tutti-fruitti type of outfits, they
wear the Chinese dress of pants and military uniform.

Tokar: I generally agree with your analysis, but I think it's inconsistent
with other things you have previously said about the role of women.

Linton: Mnyﬁe one of the problems is that we are set up in an adversary
confrontation.

Tokar: How do you avoid that? L.

. 1 - ®

Linton: Her position, at least implicitly, {s that man has no role to play
in wouuh's activism.

Tokar: \That's what I can't understand. Apart from having a sex change operation,
which I don't intend to do, I can't transcend biology. I can't understand the
difference between the oppression of a North Vietnamese male and a North
Vietnamese femsle who are equally being oppressed by United States bombers.

How can ydu make an arbitrary decision like that?

Il

There 18 a North Vietnamese saying that ten womefl are not
worth one testicle. I don't know {f it's in vogue... (Laughter)

J

Sollace Mitchell: I think we ought to'pull this away from the politics of

the Vietnam war bsck to the film context. No doubt film {s a product of the
society that created it, and, equally as doubtless, it defines both male and
female roles. 1hst I think is important i{s that {f you have these gort of films
that are perpetuating myths, then it's important that we expose them for what
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they are and change the type of films that people are seelng today. I was )
wondering if you, Sieh-Hwa, had any specific goals for cinema. And what effect
might 1t have if we dictate to the producers of cinema, '"You've got to stop

doing this. You've got to do that." What effcct would that have on the artistic
process that is involved.in filwn? .

Beh: Uhen women recognize their collective situation, they should organize

into groups of Women for Equality in Media and Films. They should organize to

picket, to sue, to make known their demands. The struggle begins on all fronts

and we depend upon work in a8 yomen's politiéal caucus which will have to topple

the super-structure_upon which oppression is based. Only when this political .
revolution occurs can cultural revolution take its place. I'm not against men,

and I do not believe that no hope lies in their actions. In fact, I'm very

surprised that men, who seem to know the woman's position, do not at once .
start organizing men's liberation groups. The reason that I'm not talking

much about men is that I don't completely trust that they will carry out their

part. Uomen are the.only ones who can trust themselves.

Thire are two/groups of human races living on this earth. Female culture
has many things to identify it as & separate culture from male culture. Vhen
a woman talks to snother woman there is a certain understanding. For example,
a8 woman talking to another woman will admit to & lot.of intimacies that 2 man
talking to another man will not discuss because his ego 1is at stake. Vomen
are more open in that way.

fue: This session shouldn't be just a session where we talk sbout Women's
Liberation. Ve're supposed to relate it to film. Thus, I would like to comment
about what Beh said a bit eaﬁlﬁer. She claimed that Godard has made good women's
films. 1 disagree with that., Let's consider both One Plus One or Wind from

the East. In these films he uses women in & very repressive way. If you look =~
at One Plus One, Godard meakes women into objects. Never do women have conscious-
nesscs 6f thelir own.

Beh: I would like to divide Godard's work into what he calls his ‘bourgeois’
and 'political' periods. See you at Mao is the best of #11 his political
films. In it & woman's crotch is shown for ten minutes. You are forced to

see this thing which you have made into a sexual object. Now you are faced
with the crotch you have always wanted to see. And the accompanying commentary
is very good. ' ‘

We find that the women in Godard's bourgeois films are not active political
beings; they are never able to verbalize & position. These films are, however,
- a8 most ‘accurate study of basic sexual differences and the tragedy of the conflict. .

Wanda Bershen: I would just like to say that If we are going to talk about the ]
image of women in film, one has to start by understanding the system of relations
that exist in the world between women and men. Essentially, one of the great ;
pitfalls of the Women's Liberation movement is that it ends up sounding like

the same male, authoritarian competitive nongense that we've had for the last

two thousand years in Western culture. It would be a great mistake 1f women

became equal to men in those respects. Simply isolating examples of exploitation

of women by film is of little value., It is more important to understand the

'\ relations that cause the exploitation.

[ ]
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Charles Harpole: May I ask if it is possible to avoid exploitation and
manipulation by one class or the other? In other words, if women were liberated .
right now, wouldn't it be the likely case that women would then become the
exploiters? I'm wondering if its possible to make a balance.

Beh: The first step of the liberation is to want to take revenge. But, I
hope by the time we are liberated, we will have gone through a process that
says we don't want revénge for its own sake, but that we want to live.,' In
“the fi1fty years that we have on this earth, I would like just to 1ive well,

gnd to be free.

Ny,
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THE INDIVIDUAL CONSCIQUSNESS FILM: FROM THE DIGITAL TO THE ANALOG

Sollace Mitchell
Brown University

(Edited text from presentation and discussion transcriptions)

Sollace Mitchell: I'm going to discuss synaesthetic cinema. I'm not certain K

how many people are familiar with the term, Th re are, of course, different
categories of synaesthetic cinemg, I will begin ‘on a theoretical plane, Crying
to define what i{s meant py the term 'synaesthetic cinema,' Then we can view
Jordan Belson's £ilm Atlures, which appears to be a computer £ilm but is not.

If timé permits after the showing, I can concentrate specifically on cybermetic
cinemd and computer films, perhaps proposing & few specific questions.

[

Synaesthetic cinema -1s_.one aspect of the serious new direction £ilm has
taken in attempting to escape from the confines of traditional cinema and the
entertainmenc/audience-gratificaCion syndrome. Gene Youngblood terms these
attempts 'expapded cinema' in a book of the same name, and he shows How the
new films are endeavoring to liberate films frow traditional modes of expression.
Synaesthetic cinema i{s the product of filmmskers trying to expand their audiences'
consciousnesses through a synthesis of harmonic opposites, synthesis through
the artistic achievement of both experiente and non-experience. The film stim- P
uli 1include cybernetic cinema, computet £ilms, and video experiments, such as
those of Stan Vanderbeek. They try to reinterpret experience in novel ways and
bring us the never before experienced--the non-experienced. They try to pull
the audience away from viewing things in the social context of their existence,
try to make‘one forget or transcend one's prejudices. This involves not only
the oceanic consciousness of individuals in society but a cosmological conscious=
ness. 1In other words, when one speaks of synaesthetic cinema, one is speaking
of the space age, expanding cinema out into the cosmos and expanding the viewer's
consciousness in the game direction.. Youngblood speaks of it as the expansion
of human consciousness through the freedom created by techmology, enabling the
viewer to experience art as a total life-experience--a rise to cosmic conscious-
ness., The purpose of this cinema {s not ‘to have the viewer sit in a darkened room
and have .the film act and react upon him, It wants to pull the viewer into the
experience of the cinema, make him synthesize and make décisions about the film,
The film experience, ideally, becomes -a qialeccic between the film and the
viewer,

*

At the beginning of the conference, some people were questioning whether

this New American Cinema--including films like Cuc--gas any kind of value, Is '

it a delaectic between the art product and the viewe or i{s {it, as someone

put it quite aptly, only masturbatory? Do these films only have value for the
filmmakers themselves? Asking these questions, of course, necessitates a prior
question: What are our criteria for evaluating these films?

. Perhaps one reason that many people do not 1like these new films i3 because
they/we are disoriented by the breakdown of narrative codes, or the transforma-
tion of those codes into new ones. Perhaps the 'de-~illusioning' of narrative

' Y

cinema~~attempted by both Cut and Bleu Shut--destroy what we currently understand

*




as the film experience. Perhaps thege tranéformations, or deforminge, draw
the viewer into a new contextual ground. '

{Showing of  Jordan Belson's film All&res)

Hitchell: The object of synaesthetic cinema is to pull the viewer out of the
lethargy created by traditional films. It wants to destroy the vicarioussess
of the £ilm experience by pulling the viewer-into the f£ilm. It wisghes to ex~
pand his consciousness out into thie cosmog. With that in mind, the question
I wotld like to focus on is this: Forgetting normal 'good-bdd' evaluations,

can we say that pllyres succeeded in achieving the professed gdal of synaes-
thetic cinema?

Marshall Blonsky: I believe that what I do when I watch that £ilm is probably
the wrong thing. That ig, 1f twenty years. from now the only films that people
will see will be films like this, I am sure they would find my response horribly
primitive and crude. What I did when I watched the film was simply to describe
for myself the transformations that were taking place, and, by the way, taking
considerable. pleasure in the rest spaces, QOpizgnzpﬂf‘foIlowing these black
spaces would come what you call ‘associativ gery.'

But of course I didn't 'get it,’ and I didn't think I'd ’get it.' The
kind of thing that I was doing was describing in words the transformations in
the represented circle. When the process was completed, I had the genge of a
totalization. That's the only code word I could use to underétand the process.
A smaller unit aspiring to largeness had achieved its end. The more vivid
yellow had become exactly equal to the paler green. 'In that gense it had
totalized the prior text.

Jeff Bacal: I would say I felt 99% pure retinal pleasure. There were absolutely
no mental operations going on in my head whatsoever. In other words, there was
no new type of thought conaciousness or thinking. It was not'a logical thing;

it was purely an interesting retinal effect which was very much restricted to

the gereen. I think there is an altermate way of responding to that film which
the conditions here minimize. The concern of the f£ilm was not only to pe the
occasion for a retinal, visual trip but to somehew ifnstigate a new dimension of
mental operation in the viewer.

Ian Mills: There is a potential for enlarging the/individual consciousness
even though it hasn't got a social, political purpose. Our appreciation of
beauty can be enhanced by watching this film; that.automatically enlarges our
consciousness. When we come Kack to our own world, it helps us view it in a
better way. : .

ii._Claire Kolbenschlag: The éxteni to which our owm conditioning prepares us for

this film obviously has something to do witly our reaction. For me, believe it
or not, it was primarily an auditory experiénce, largely because of an gssocia-
tion I had with a student a couple of yea;é ago who did thig very thing. I'm
not @o sure what technique was involved here, but sounds were transferred into
colors and into images. I was extremelg‘involved in the auditory part of
this. - The retinal experience was fused with that.

3.2
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John Llewelyn: I would like to say something that relates. to that. I have

had some contact with people through discuseions about visual phenomena, talking

about concepte of virtual apace, line generated espaces, etc. One of the things
~ that interested my mind was a play between what is the shape apd the-motion

that is being. formed, and another moré craes consideration: How do they do it?

Part of the interest is the abstract form iteelf, but another part of the

interest is the very mechanical formative considerations.

Participant: I enjoyed it very much but my reaction wae incredibly passive. £
Supposedly this film was*supposed to produce some sort of active response on the

part of the viewer. qhat grounds I would cail it-a failure, . a
Mitchell: I think it i{s necessary for everybody here to realize that synaes~ -

thetic cinema is nof'totally conprised of films like this. Some.of you may
be familiar with Stan Brakhage's work, or Will Hindle's or thoSe filus which
combine non-associative with associative imagery. \\

Thies film was shown at my university a while ago and the people mostl
said, "Wow!" But they also echoed the sentiments of Youngblood about the f
He wonders, when watching Beleon films, whether he was in the cosmos watchin,
stare explode, or whether he yas among atomic particles. To an extent, guch
films do seem to draw certain viewers into levels of the abstract. It seems -
quite comparahle to Kandinsky 8 non~objective art. . \
The big advantage of synaesthetic cinema 80 often cited by ite propobents
is that it escapes the atrophying entertainment of commercial £ilms. It doeen't
gratify, it opens up awareness. 7That, of course, {8 open to diecuseion.

I see a threatening danger as films come to bé packaged and eold for
home viewing and people begin to look forward to movie/tv cartridges. When
‘viewed on the televisions of the future, these films could very poseibly be
treated as records or television shows are now/treated. They're certainly
beautiful and they're intricate. The moving images are easily reviewable
comparision to plot films. ‘How meny tines cqp you see Qgctor Zhivago? As

with Yuzac, Belson's Allures may become a favorite '‘movee' for two reasons.
Firet, like the music, it gives us pleasure. We have a pleasant LSD trip or R
uhatever and we look forward to enjoying the same thing-again {f we 1ike it. a
The homeviewer's favorite film will be tutned on the television because pleasure-~
secking people want to be -entertained. Viewers will begin to seek the expected
gratification of beautiful movies just as they seek the expected gratification

of Archie Bunker's put-down jokes. Instead of jerking audiences from the
lethargy produced by pure entertainment, synaesthetic cinema may lull them back
to sleep. .

Stephen Duplantier: You gaid that synaesthetic cinema draws people to abetrac-
tions, but I think that's precisely wrong. It draws them to concertions although
they are very feathery and light. It's important that we see 'movies of the
universe.' It's something I'd like to see. This may be the closest thing we
have to {it. '

Malcolm Gordon: It would seem to me that the filmes might tie in with social
reality, breaking down ways of thinking and viewing and might lead us to
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anarcﬁy or revolution. That's one way ye could go. Or we could go to‘fantaay

and solipsism. Let me take & very strong position on thig: I think this is ¢
going to lead to fantasy and solipsism. I think this ig.going to be 'Movee,

(:::stgmins solipsistic and-leading to fantaay.

Wanda Bershen. One of the things to say about this film i3 that Belson is
very involved in yoga. This fil7--and there are three or four others--are

for hinm portraits of the stages of consciousness which he feels he is going -
through. In other words, he is involved in a spiritual quest which hetakes
very seriously. 1 think -that explains a bit about the kind of astral etories,

sky imagery, dﬁdﬁcegsral zed imagesf This ‘is a-yogic technlque for goina into
one's center.

ﬁ;%gggll: I've read statements aboyt Belson's interest in yoga, and I think
it's admirable. I think that raises. another important question: Will this
cinema have value only for the person that makes them as an externalization

of what he feels within himself? If’so,.I think Belson succreds in realizing
- this end. I think he’thinkse' he succeeds, too. But would that be sdod for ‘
anybody else?

Bershen: = You've quoted You@gblood but ha is exfremely imprecise in his terms °
if he says that this film is intended to expand conaciousness. I think one

has to define what kind of consciousness ‘you are talking about, what kind of
expansion you're talking about. Otherwise you will have no criteria by which
to judge it. One could say about New Averican Cinema that it attempts to put
you in touch with your feelings so you can virtually feel them.

Ruth Perlmutter: I would like to ask Mr. Metz if this f£iim doesn’t answer in
some Wﬂ? the gemiotician's dream for the purely specific cinematic code.

Christian Metz:  Not at all. For a semiotician it’s easier to analyze this
type of film because you have less things to analyze. This kind of activity
does not correspond by any means to*the ideal of the semiotician. Why should -
it?

Bacal: I think there's very little to analyzé in this £ilm at a semiotic level
of trying to 'place' a sequence of images in terms pf their relatiomship to an
ongoing narrative (which by definition is Sequential). That is why semiotics,

" at least in its present stage of development, ¢annot begin to tackle a film .
such a3 this, There are no syntagmatic categories in terms of ongoing sequen-
tial logic. o T

Bergshen: But there are codes :eprasentedvin this £ilm, Mr, Metz, are these |
codes capable of being dealt with by semiotics? : Vi

o

- M

Metz: But of course; it would be pbssible to deal with these codes. You can
analyze very closely the different constraints shaping the occurrences of this
shadow on that form, this light on that shape, etc. e

Llewelyn: But is that semiotic a?alysia?

Metz: Of cburae, why not?
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Llewelyn: In other words, it sounds as if semlotic anaiyees can be applied
as well to certain types of painting.

iletz: Yes, of course. It's already been done. Yes%ﬁ?&ay I spoke about
narrative filJus. It was my example.' It does not mean that the semiologist
has only to dedl with narrative codes. He has only to deal with codes, and,

in this case,_gith~no narrative codes. In this case, the codes concern vtsual
forms and‘co-occurences of visual forms with auditory eounds.

Perlmutter: Since we do analogize and gincé this is the way that we interpret
our world, aren't we doing what Balazs claims? Even if there is no sequence don't
we juxtapose and fuse or 'make-up' one? Don't we discover a gequence?

detz: It depends on what you call a sequence. I think that in such a film
as Allures, there are sequences, but not narrative sequences. 'Sequence' is
not the same as. 'narrative sequence.' And sequence is not only a film notion;
there are sequences as well in spoken language and in painting and in all
sorts of texts.

‘Blon 51 Professor Hetz, if one wefe to do a semiotic analyaiﬁ of the film we
just saw, I wonder if you couid sd&gest the way one night begia this work.
How might one begin to isolate the codes of this film? -

Metz: The same way as for all kinds of films. You see the film frame b by\
frame, very slowly, thousands of times, and you list all the eleuentgws |
and sc you come up with paradigms. I mean 'blue versus red,' for exampls,

And they you list the syntagms, thé elements which succeed each other. And so
" you can achi€ve a table which recapitulates all the logic of all co-occurrences
of elements within this film. You have then the textusl syatem of this filu.

Blonsky: But without doing that, if one really jumps in at a given -point as

I did, he 16 guilty of 'mapping' the language of another discipline onto this
film. That's very easy to do; 1:'3 very easy to find totaliaation in this
film. It's very easy to import any language--other than the semiotician's
language==and oppress, so to speak, the film with it. I tlink if one didn’t
do the kind of thing that you're talking about, and did what I did instead, he
would be importing the language of structuralism (in the word 'totalization'),

of the film, then relate the various types of structural analyses one hag made
of the film by using a sequential logic psychology, and then go on tc relate
that structural analysis to peychology. With a film liks this, we can do a
sequential analysis. But at gur present level of peychological understanding,
I don't think there's much room for omploying-a ,avchology of non-sequential
formations,

Bacal:' In the gemlotic of a narrative film, one can do a structural analysie /)
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BEYOND NOSTALGIA; HOW CAN A RE-MEMBERING OF THE PAST CONTRIBUTE TO
PRO-JECTING THE FUTURE?

The Teaching of Pilm History as Contexts of Change

Brian Henderson
University of California, Santa Cruz

(Edited text frém presentation and discussion trasncriptions)

)

Brian Henderson: The specific question I want to talk about is that of the
relationship between thé“radical film-and film history and the relationship
between the study, advocacy, and making of radical films and the study of film
history. I see here a genuine contradiction in that most radical films
understand themselves as negating film history, or at least the history of the
bourgeois film. Thus, Godard, in many of his late films, refers to the
'{mperialist’ John Ford; im his content and form he is very much concerned with
negating the bourgeoir film. 1 want to explore various aspects of this contra-
diction, particularly with regard to the f£ilm critic or historian who aligns
himgself with the radical f£ilm and its purposes. 1 will be.exploring this
contradiction without hoping to overcome it or to resolve it.

. But first, I think it's necessary to deal with some more general problems,
those having te do with the value of £ilm study and filomaking generally, and
of the possible and actual relationships between filmmaking and film study

and sociszl situations and actions. I think this is particularly necessary
because some of these questions were raised late yesterday (correctly so)

and put in substantial doubt. 0

1 think it’s also necessary to indicate what I mean by the radical film,
which I take to be primarily a political question calling for & political
answer, with formal questions subsidiary to the political answer. Thus, it's
necessary to speak very generally of politics ftself in order to make clear
certain fundamental premises necessary for the study of the subject.

The world at present, and for the entire horizon of our lives, is char-
acterized by the struggle between the bourgeois and ruling classes and the
working classes of the industrial nations, as well as the 2lasses of the Third
World. It's hardly necessary to prove this condition exists. 1It's the hori-
zon of our lives; we're surrounded by it. One would have to be more Cartesian
than Descartes to really want to put the existence 2f this condition in doubt.
The fact that this condition ts the horizon of our lives, conditioning every-
thing we do, means that we already stand in some relationship to it. The
question we have to ask at every point is whether we will continue the current
relationship or substitute some other relationship for it. That also involves
a project of becoming sware of what our position is in regard to that conflict.

The political situation may be viewed historically or structurally: his-’
torically, as the result of material development and the development of classes
and class struggle over many centuries; structurally, as a system for -the
reproduction of ideology--a system for the reproduction of its own soctial
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power and for the reproduction of ideolo8Y which supports that power, or both.
We have to want to take into account both historical and structural factors

in accounfing for the system, even though it may be that theoretical integration
of these two approaches hagn't bsen achieved yet. Of course this contradiction
or opposition is highly complex, taking many forms without ceasing to be funda-
mental or knowable. It's for this reason that Sartre says that Marxism is ths
'indepogsible’ philosophy of our time. ’Indepossible’ meaning that it cannot
be overcome, superceded, or proven wrong by a subsequeat philosophy because

it is the philosophy which reflects, expresses, and embodies the fundamental
nistorical conflict of the present. Until that conflict is resolved not only
can there not be another philosophy or phildsophical position, but it's imposs-
ible to predict what a subsequent philosophical position will be until that
historical situation is resolved.

Ths question of film study and filmmaking locates itself within this
context. All films and all writings tgke a stand in relationship to this .
political opposition. 1 take it a8 clear that film and other images reproduce
the system and its ideology and the their function in doing so is a highly impor-
‘tant one. I also am assuming that the radical film attempts to break this
reproduction, that these filmg are consciously set against such reproduction,
and that to some degree, at least they can break or refract the reproduction
of ideology and make the viewer sware of the process of film and image struc-
tures ag the reporduction of fdeology.

The problem is highly complex. For one thing, there are no films that '[
have yet been achieved that can completsly break this system of reproduction.
Perhaps it's impossible to do so; at least we don't know yet how Jar films
can go in breaking i{t. Thus, it seems that radical films ar: of necessity
constantly reinventing themselves and constantly examining themselves and
.their struggle to make themselves genuinely radical. The general point here
is that filas unay be divided according to political questions, not primarily
according to formal questions.

, I would hold out for the political differentiation of films into those
which identify themselves and commit themselves to the Third World and working
class, and those which don't. Then, in each case, the formal question would
also have to be raised. There are gort of maximums and minimums that establish
themselves. The ideal would seem to bs a radical film committed to the Third
World and to the working classes which attempts consciously to break the code
of bourgeois films and thsreby to break ths rsproduction of ideology, or
refract it in some way. Yet there is an upper limit on how far films can go
in that direction as long as the gocial structure is not changed. On ths
other hand, in the bourgeois cinema, any bourgeois filmmaker who is an artist
nugt refract or alter that reproduction of ideology in some way that reflscts
his own project of transcending himself as a man or a woman. Therefors,. if
there’s no refraction whatever of the prevailing ideclogy, then it would be
hard to imagine such a work being genuinely a work of art.

What I'm trying to do is make come commsctions betwesn politics and ths
study of film, and, in so doing, to indicate why I think film study is valuable
and important. I am algo suggesting that making filws and writing about films
are acts of engagement whsthser these acts ' ¢ understood as that or not.
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What I primarily want to talk about, however, ias a substantially narrower
problem within the foregoing considerations. I want to explore some of the
relationships between historical film study and the radical film. Iily basic
position is that history is the axis which unites the history of film and its
study and radical film and fts study, that the project of waking histery {which
is what is involved in making radical films or in writing about radical films)
involves, necessarily, the study of history and undrrstanding of history, and
consequently, that the study of film history necesaarily involves (1) the
project of relating to the present and (2) - taking a stand in the present., Thesa
two stances are dialectically necessary to each other. If you start with one

In general, the problem would be one of the union of aubjective and objec-
tive factors and also the union of theory and practice, yhich {a the problem
that each of us must face i{n our own practice as film writers and as actors in
history. The difficulties that people can get into--either historians of film
who disengage from the preaent or radical filmmakers who attempt ro disengage
from history--ia that in some way they are splitting aubject and object. They
are trying to keep these two apart or they are falling to unify the two in their N
own practice, in the specific sense that film history is the objective realm .
and filomaking or film writing/critique of film 18 the aubjective realm in which
the subject pits himself againat the objective realm. What thia comes down to
i{s that the film historian muat confront present-day filmmaking and present-day /
nolitical strugglea and that the radical filumaker must confront film history.
This central thes 18 i{s really very simple.

——

: .
First of all, the cultivation of historical study and hi%tof”cal skills

may potentially weaken or distract one from the capacity to act pr relate to
the present, but this i{s not necessarily so. 1t seems that the ‘hiatorian who
wants to seal off an area of film study and remain within that area=--sort of
erecting a barrier between his period and the present=--is trying to make history
into an object. He's trying to analyze this object, this body of film, which /
he dissecta from a detached position in such a way that he need not reveal his
own clique position, his own activity. His own practice need not enter intc i
that relationship. In making film into an object, he &lso makea himgelf an
‘object. He denies his own subjectivity aa an actor in history. He denies
his own historicity, the fact that he {s in hiatory and i{e a maker of history
himself. It seems to me that film history is the hiatory of our own Becoming.
Film history i3 not a remoté, alicn, objective body of work that has nothing /
to do yith us. It has to do with our own practice as viswers of films, as |
critics, and as filmmakers because .it's the history of our own Becoming, of our ]
own consciousness and awareness of film., Therefore, it cantot be treated as |
merely an object of study or analvais. The moment of analyais must be followed :
by a moment of synthesis {u which the act of taking apart and studying films !
must be followed by a synthetic moment which re-places the parta of the film, ,
integrates films with each other, and carries an hiatorical dia’ectic forward 1
into the present. Thus, the study of film history {s not a retreat into the |
past, it’s a march forward into the present. 1f you atudy film history, ,you |
enter a dialectic which will carry you forward into your own practice \as film- !
maker or film critic and into your own relationship to preaent-day films, :
What that nmeans is that a filu historian, too, must take a stand in regard to :
radical films and he must also, of course, bring this perspective to bear on
his own history, on his own work, on the study of the history of film.

3:8
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From another point of view, the radical filmmaker cannot abrogate the
history of film or the history of social and political institutions merely
by the power of manifestoes. Many radical filumakers, especially in America,
speak as though their critique of film history were thereby an abolition of
film history, or as though by critiquing it, they could free themselves from
~£4lm history, or just cut it off and let it fall away, I think that is not
pogsible. By doing that, the radical filmmaker and radical critic merely
imprisons himself and actually cuts himself off from his own historicity, his
own capacity to make history and to understand his practice as critic or filmp-
maker. If we don't face the history of our own Becomiing, the history of
film vill haunt our practice as filmmakers and as critics, Structures and -
modes of understanding film, of which we are not aware, will be repeated
and will escape consclousness and criticisa unless that history is gtudied &nd
brought to consciousness, Just as an historian’s engagement of studying
history leads him to take a stand in history, the radical filmmaker~-by his
action in the present--is led to study film history in order to understand that .
action. In other words, he begins in the present but finds he must work back-
wards into film history in order to understand his own formation and practice,
The two cannot .be kept apart.

Now, I've been speaking as though there were a simple cut-off point be-
tween the bourgeols film and radical film., But things are not that simple; in
fact, there are multiple histories, simultaneous hiatories, all involved in
the entire enterprise whereby radical filams coexist in time with the continu-
ing history of bourgeois films. You could say that each individual filmmaker
has a history of his own which overlaps with the object of hiatory itself. =
For instance, any new Fellini film takes its place in Fellini's own history,

In order to understand it, you have to g0 back to his early films from the
early 1950's and to his roots in the neo-realist wovement, Thus, Satyricon or
The Clowns, or any of his other late films, have to be related to Fellini's
own history and the history of the movement out of which he arises. But these
films also occur in communal history. PFor instance, those two films were

pmade during the Vietnam War, a war which Fellini haa not acknowledged in any
of his films, If we presume that film history is worth studying, then Fellini's
films would have to be approached from a8 double perspective: as an act within
his own history and as an act within a larger contextual history. In the case
of the bourgeois film, like Fellini’s. I would think one would w t.to ask,
since Fellini is a human being somehow involved in the history his times, if
it is plausible to think that his development as a filmmaker doesn't reflect
some reaction to the events of his time--for instance, his rétreat into history
with Satyricon. Perhaps this retreat shows an inability, or lack of desire,

to relate to the current historical situation--the war, for example.

It seemS to me also that there 18 perhaps a paradoxical position in which
the radical film--and the radical critique of film history--make the discovery
of film history possible in a different way. Thus, the radical film's attempts
to break down the history of bourgeois narrative film make that history stand
out more sharply. In other words, tha classical bourgeois narrative film
presents itself as universal cinema, whereas tha challen8e of the radical film
makes it appear not as universal cinema but as a very particular cinematic
existence=-~a product of a8 particular time and space., This allows us to gain
an historical petrepective,

3:9
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Another paradox 1s that -his challenge to the classic bourgeoils narrative
film has occurred before we have really understood and properly valued the body
of work of bourgeois cinema itself. Let's consider the example of John Ford.
Godard critiques Ford as being an imperialist. He 1s clearly right. It would
be hard to argue that Ford isn't an imperialist or that he doesn't celebrate
colonial values in most of his major works. It is also txue, in my judgmenc,
that Ford is one of the greatest film artists in the history of cinema. What
this means 1s that the ideological critique of Ford has come before Ford's art
itself has been fully studied and established in any fullness. And it seems
to me that until Ford is studied completely, the radical critique of Ford is
itself inadequate, and possibly even superficial., Both procedures must occur
gimultaneously. Ford must pe acknowledged and critiqued as an imperialist
artist, but we must consider that he made major films over four decades and
was always a popular director, his films seen by millions of people. We should
study Ford's art as a filmmaker and his importance as an artist in great detail,
while at the same time giving a radical critique of Ford's.art in its position
in American society. The twp of them must be integrated. Ford's style, his
editing, his framing, his music, his scripts must be correlated with his imperi-
al and patriotic themes, with his vision of America, ete. I think it's one
proof of Ford's integrity as an artist that this correlation can pe made in
quite close detail. 1In sther words, Ford is important as a film artist because
he worked his vision of humanity and American through the details of the shoot-
ing, or conversely, that he arrived at his ideological vision of America through
his filmmaking so that a correlation can be made.

Timothy Lyons: I find very disturbing the idea that any film historian has, or
even can, disengage himself from the present. I think that is impossible. To
condemn some historians for doing so strikes me as setting up a straw man. This
'‘barrierization' that srian is talking about--and trying to condemn-~to my
knowledge has never occurred. Talking about £ilm history in terms of objects
seems to be very narrow. As 1 understand £ilm history we are talking about

both events and objects.

I must also challenge the notion that film history is not “a retreat
into the past but a march forward." 1 think film history is definitely a
retreat into the past, but in the present state of mind, since that is the
only way the f£iim historian is equipped to proceed. 5o there has to be, also,
a march forward. The way I understand f£ilm history is that what islbeing done
is a taking a look at levels of events over time and trying to elucidate the
levels of causation underneath each event. 1 £ind that in this critique,
which 1Is justifiably narrowv 1in terms of radical filmmaking, a very narrow
amount of causation 1s being considered. So my very general comment would be
that while this approach obviously can work, 1 believe that the study of film
history can be much more than that, and that to narrow it dowm so greatly ’
doesn't quite seem to take the yh,1e field into consideration.

Participant: You say that you have to understand f£ilm history to know what
codes to break away from. 1 wiuld like to say that the study of film history
can also tell us some of the methods of saying what you have to say in a film.
You can analyze films of the past to uaderstand more clearly what is involved
in getting a message across.
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Yue: Brian, what is it you mean by ‘radical film'?
Henderson: It is a £ilm that understands and presents itself as committed to,
in some way, the sturggle of the Third World and the industrial working classes
against the prevailing system.

Yue: Within the context of this country?

Henderson: In other countries too I would say.

Yue: What exactly do you mean by bourgeois class, and what do you mean by
‘the other side'? How does this relate to Marx's analysis of bourgeois
versus proletariat?

Heonderson: This 1s a difficult question. One place to begin 1s with history
and to trace the development of the proletariat class and its opposition to

the bourgeoisie. But I recognize that in industrialized countries, especially,
the class lines become more difficult to determine and Marx's original categor-
ies may have to be modified to some degree. Thus, a more structural analysis
might come from that which sees soclety as the reproduction of its own pover
and of itself, partly tnrough ideology.

Yue: Those terms aren't difficult if your basis is Marxism, even in this
country. I think the dividing line 15 -quite clear. Let's just for one moment
rest on the way you divide clasges--bourgeois and, then, on the other side, the
working class.,

There are a lot of petit bourgeois and bourgeois artists who also would
say that they have made a self declaration of commitment; yet they are still
‘bourgeojs. For example, you have the people who made Z, or Investigation of
a Citizen Above Suspicion.

Henderson: I would just say that my division would help the critic orient
himself in making hig critique. The kind of%ritique he would make of Ingmar
Bergman might omit the political question while a critique of Z would not.

I have no . doubt that there are many films tisat present themselves as
t dical f£iluss which are far more dangerous, or even supportive of the prevail-
ing ideoloby, than a really critical bourgeois film. I'm not making a value
judgment; I'm just saying we can divide criticism into different kinds of
approaches.

Jim Lintont: It seems to me that there are two dimensions tc what Brian has
presented, and he has presented them impiicitly. There are certain films that
deal with politics and certain films that don't deal with politics=='politics'
being defined quite restrictively as that which is concerned with the Third
World and class-struggles. On the other hand, there is the’form of f£ilms.
There are either traditional films or innovative films. /It seems these two
dimengions give four categories which 1've labelled (l}&progggandistic--
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politically biieﬁtéd but traditional in form, (2) bourgeois--non-political
but with traditional form,.-(3) artistic--non-political but innovative, and :
(4) radical or revolutidﬁary--policiggl and innovative.

M. Clajire Kolbenschlag: Brian when yah say the film is committed to the Third
World, I think there is another distinction which needs to be made, the dis-
tinetion between the filmmaker and the audience. Are there really any films
that are made for the Third World audience, or are they made for s certain
literate, affluent, bourgeoils audience?

- Henderson: It {s hard for me to conceive of a Western film that woul& be
designed for a Third World audience that would not be self-involving.

John Tokar: 1 think that the point should be made that no art can ever be

free of propaganda. One of the best examples of this is the American film since
it possesses a most subtle and convineing ideology. 1It's beem practicing and
refining.:issues of bourgeols ideology ever since film began. .

Kolbenschlag: My question is: How could a8 filmmaker actually be committed .
to the Third World and really make films? Wouldn't he be doing something else?

Tokar: He can only be a committed Third World filmmaker if he is a member
of the Third World. Filumaking, in Latin America, for example, is a matter
of 1life and death, not an abstract and bourgeois activity of contemplation.
You risk your life when you see these films.

o

Kolbenschlag: 1It's a kind of'éherillﬁ activity in art, then.

Julia Lesage: To respond to your question, Claire, 1 think we are sll aware
that our system of media distribution in the United States makes it highly
unlikely that we will have either a radical broadcssting or filmmsking struc-
ture. But Brecht spoke to that point, saying that the artist cannot give up,
he cannot say, '"Well, all those forms of distribution are controlled by a
tightly-knit industry so‘I'm going to be an artist outside of this corrupt
form.” He sald, “If you sre an artist outside those corrupt forms, then You
are saying that although you are denied the means of communicaticn, you accept
this repressiony,” I think this {s true of the Third World struggles. It’s
not an easy battle, but it must be fought.

' Tokar: It is hard to accept Brian’s distinction between bourgeois and Third
World ideology. Even in Latin America, the revolutionary filmmakers are from
the upper classes. Historically, revolutionaries have always been so.

The whole notion of revolution is.like instant coffee. It’s currently
very popular because it can be readily changed into something You can drink
right away. It has become a co-opted concept, s fsshion. It can be used for

, ends other than the purposes of revolution or the raising of consciousness.
Historically, this idea of 'instant revolution' is prevalent in the writing
of so-called radicals. The New Left is permeated with it, {t's the ideological
base of most of their theory, and this is why they are impotent.

o 3.2
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Linton: They lack a sense of history.

M
.

Tokar: History shows you it's a false concept. This is why you can go to a

Catholic Church in China today, or why y.. can see a non-objective painting

in Cuba today. Eisenstein dealt with this problem in his own work, realizing
that he was a bourgeois artist; yet he wanted to be an authentic spokesman ’
for vhat was going on in his own cotintry. He wanted to be a part of that,

an authentic part. He had to be tremendously self-conscious of the bourgeois
ideology that he possessed,. brought along from before the revolution. He:
referred to it as 'bourgeois residue.' The cultural revolution in China was

‘an attempt to deal with this very problem, to take care of, to deal with, a

rise of a new 'revolutionary bureaucracy.'

)
Bill Nichols: If you read Irwin Silver in the Guardian--the film critic and
cultural commentator--you get the impression that Hollywood is a monolith and
that ail iicllywood £ilms are bourgeois, reflecting such an ideology. What
the auteurist critics did was to find tnat Hollywood was not a monolith, but
that one could f£ind in it personalities. what Marxists might be able to do is
find that Hollywood is not a monolith by finding the great range ‘of ideologies
present, some of which are more radical than others.

It 48 also important to raise the question of the relation between the
superstructure and the economic base. It is easy to recognize but difficult
to confront. We must be concerned with the mediations between the superstruc-
ture and the base. We then must consider the categories that Marcuse talks
about, whére co-optation can take place.  What can the person studying film

"history say ‘about mediations, and which ones are the most relevant? Can we

simply say there are four types of art? Or are there extremely fuzzy boundaries
that exist between radical and traditional form and radical and traditional
content?

In talking about the artist, can we talk about--and situate a film within--
the context of his filws? To what extent do we also have to talk about Felli-
ni as an individual, much as Sartre talks about Flaubert as an individual with
an individual history relating to his art? If we take an auteur approach,
how do we locate, or mediate between, the personality of the artist and his
general history? On the other side, how is the personality as an individual
mediated by the personality as revealed in his f£ilms?

Lesage: I think one of the possibilities in considering personal history is
to concede as obvious that there are different personalities which affect a
work, but that there are also certain choices dOpen to a personality in a given
period. Somebody who was a filmmaker in the forties had certain kinds of
work available, ways he had to express himself. We could talk about those

+conditions which make auteur analysis almost the only way of finding sowething.

And this is what the French have done. They have said, "Look, there are all
these films made by the Hollywood system. Underneath the Hollywood system we
can find auteurs.'" In addition to talking about the auteurs, we must also
consider the context in which they operate. ;

e
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Yue: Briam said that each i{ndividual filmmaker has a history of his own

and also that he considered Fellini a bourgeois filmmaker? I was wonder-
ing on what basis this classification was made. 1 think Fellini's movement
of his work through dream and fantasy, as in 8 1/2, with a complete lack of
social engagement, indicates that Brian is right. Fellini seems totally

" concerned with problems of the self. He has retreated into myth and arche=
types, not defining his characters in terms of social relationship but only
in terms of personal fantasies.

Henderson: Maybe we could look at those four categories in Jim?s distinction as
what Sartre calls regatory {deas. What he means by that is thft you cannot
even approach a problem until you have certain regatory ideas,’certain cate-
gories that get you into the problem. Once You enter the prfgiem, You alter
or discard your original categories. Maybe a classification Aike Jim's
could be an {nitial or preliminary classification, as could falling Fellini
a bourgeois filmmaker. ’ . ) ‘

Linton:’ T think that one can see that Fellini was a bourgeo}s filunmake> at
one time, based on the films he has made. o

Henderson: But his whole history indicates some kind of gocial engagement,
with a withdrawal from it. An essential question might be, “Why did Fellint
involve himself at one time and not at another?” Or, "What was the nature
of his involvement in social probplems when he was 1nvolg§d?"

Wandg Bershen: It seems to me that part of the problem {s that your defini-
tion of 'political' is entively too narrow. Doris is right in suggesting that
you are dividing film aceffding to a purely content basis. Those films which
use overt-political content are not common. Your own/ distinction would have
to deny, for instance, that the entire body of commeycial television has no
political importance. : :

Henderson: I agree with what you say entirely. Films locate themselves within
political sturggle, but I didn't mean to say that they aren't political.

Bershen: What John said is very true. Not only is all art propaganda, but
it is also political. And even {f {t has no overt political content it may
or may not be innovative, but any i{nnovation is pulitical.

Hepderson: That's why I began by saying that ;all actions locate éhemselves_
within history, either consciously or unconsciously.

Bershen: But then to say that Fellini is bourgeois i{s almost meaningless.
I question your saying that he retreats into history. I think his way of deal-

' i:g with history is hi® way of dealing with social problems as he understands
them.

Henderson: But then again, that is the sort of judgment we could only make
after we had made a careful argument on the basis cof the films of Fellini.




Christian Metz’s work makes a distinction concerning f£ilms of the classical
period, 1932 to 19535, particularlw in the American cinema. These films present
a discourse which does not understand itself as discourse. They do not call
attention to themselves; they are mot ’meta~films.' Maybe in regard to the
political question you could regard films that are ‘overtly political, or that
overtly align themselves with the working class--and/or the Third World--
as politically self~conscious in a way that most £ilms are not. And, there-
fore, it might still be a useful distinction to draw in orienting criticism
towards those two types of film. I'm certainly-not saying that £ilms that
present themselves as polffical, or even aligned with politIcal causes of the
_ Third World, are therefore ideologically correct. I admit that the most
i, * effective bourgeois ideology might be films of that sort. But I'm saying that
a different critical process is involved when you have to ferret out an impli-
cit ideology in‘something that presents itself as not being ideological.

“ Yue: I think you are hoping, B~ian, that a semiotic methodology would allow
a person to talk about this period of American films that Metz deals with.

You think one could talk about the tremendous impact of the ideological
message that was going on in those films and the resulting consequences. What
I'm saying 1s that M. Metz's methodology will not allow you to do this. He
can say that he takes all this into consideration, but I don’t think he is
really interested in dealing with practical questions.

; .
Henderson: :Godard is bourgeois. He comes from bourgeois origins. T think

he has attempted o analyze his own history to some degree. This is not to be
accepted as necessarily correct, but he is a bourgeois who made what we call
'bourgeois £ilmes’ for a decade and since then has sought to transcend his
position, his own ofigin, by aligning himself with the working classes and the
Third World. He ig trying to do that explicitiy in his f£ilms; he is struggling
to transcend himse¢lg,

Tokar: It obvi siy shows up in all of ‘his work. It’s right there. You
can see the man/as a bourgeoils artist trying to be revolutionary. It's an
inherent contrgdiction that we all experience.

Hendersont: I/would say there is a horizon, sort of an unlimited or indefinite
horizon towayd which he is striving, through self-criticism and political
engagement, /and, above all, by not remaining an individual director. I think
his attempts to form some kind of revolutionary filmmaking would be one crucial
phase in his attempt to transcend himseif.

Maylye you could say that the most a bourgeois artist such as Godard
could d9/ would be to destroy bourgeois art, destroy his own art. Perhaps that
is the filtimate horizon of what he could do; therefore, his films are primarily
referefitial things that set themselves against bourgeois art. Perhaps beyond
that gegation there is nothing he could do. I think that would be a signifi-
cant /act in itself, attempting the negation of a negation.

Linton: I think the topic we are discussing here is the relevance of fiim
higtory to our own activities.

325
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Yue: 1 asked Brian those questions because I wanted to see what he meant when
he said 'history of a filmmaker'. Both Brian and Timothy have said that the
study of film history is a 'step forward.' What is meant by that phrase?

For whom is this a step forward? In which direction? Toward the revolution

or toward the other way?

Henderson: Trying to locate ourselves as individuals in our .own work, trying
to locate our work witnin a political context, are both enhanced by the study
of film history. Our individual practice as filmmakers, critics, and histori-
ans requires that we understand this go that we might clarify our own practice.
' To understand that our filmmaking or criticism is an act of engagement-- °
whether understood that way or not, at the present--the one necessary way to
clarify our practices is to become aware of the history of film, both in theory
and practice. It would be an exaggeration to say that film history does not
exist, but it exists in such a rudimentary, inadequate form that it is almost
non-existent. Almost everything remains to be done. Who is going to write
film history? Some of us most likely.

Timothy pointed to what he considers a limitation in what I said, that I
was stressing the individual f{lmmaker rather than conditions or production or
the history of cinematic technology. I was considering cinema as an art. The.
history of £ilm is the history of an art; its aubject i{s what is good or best’
in filmmaking. In any case, there are also other kinds of histories of film,
utilizing different points of view, such 3s a social viewpoint. The ultimate
history would be some type of totalizing history which would make use of all
the different historical, sociological, and psychological studies of cinema.

Nichols: I want to go back briefly to the idea of mediations to suggest that

. one particular notion might clarify our discussion. The question of 'for .

whom' is, as a matter of principle, an extremely important question. When
we talk about the Hollywood film, we talk about bourgeois versus proletariat.
We also have to take into account the petit bourgeois and perhaps distinguish
that from the bourgeois'. Traditionally, the petit bourgeois has been a
vacillatory class, and I think if you look at Hollywood cinema and talk about

the individual artist within that context, and when you start to identify petit

bourgeois elements, you also begin to recognize that many of them are what we
take as manifestations of the radical or revolutionary element. If you take

a film like %ldrich's Attack, there's a very deep subversive undercurrent of
disaffection with authotity and with people in authority. What you're really
seeing is ~  rit bourgeols point of view in which something {s mediating
between the .urgeols, or the superstructure, and the base. The way in which
it mediates 'is imperfect. It doesn't perfectly reflect the bourgeois view-
point nor the proletarian one. The degree to which such a film will be
revolutionary is very highly a function of time, place, and use--the way in
which that particular film is used, who sees it, why they see it, when they..
see 1t, hovw they see {t. The role of.context cannot be escaped in our study of
film history.
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Lyons: Brian’s statement was that film history i{s a step forward and I think
the metaphor ywas well chosen considering his whole talk, My point is, the
idea of talking about a film, especially an early Fellini film, as bourgeois
seems more revealing of Drian than of Fellini. This i{s also true of Truff-
aut's study of Hitcheock, which is more a history of Truffaut than Hitchcock.
The imposition of the historian on the events is the revelation of the histor-
fan's consciousness and not of a consciousness of the past, which we can't know.
Since Brian and I could both take Samuel Fuller and use him in whatever way

we wish and still be doing valid history, whatever 1 do is going to be valid
because I'm doing it. And the same thing with what Brian does. There's
something underlying all of these comments about locating bourgeois £ilms

in the past that bothers me. 1 think they're only bourgeois in the present
since that is our only perspective. For me, the 'move forward' is an adding
to the present by using the past. i ‘

Henderson: But that seems to emphasize the subject too much. When we study
history, we interrelate Subject and object. What comes about 1s a mixture of
the two. :

Lyons: I'm not convinced of the objectivity that you are balancing with
subjectivity. Certainly there are historical facts, but the minute we use
then their factual level {s decreased tremendously. They no longer exist
as facts. -

! ! '

" Henderson: You could also say that we don't understand history {f history is
made an object over and against us. We understand it by our connection with
it. That is what unites history to us and us to history--the fact that we are
part of history and we recognize ourselves in it. History holds the process
of our own Becoming within it. ’
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